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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of dle 3-year evaluation study

of the seven Special Emphasis projects funded by the US Office of

Education (USOE).

STUDY OBJECTIVE

General Research Corporation (GRC) contracted to conduct a

process and impact evaluation of the Special Emphasis Project for the

Office of Evaluation and Dissemination (OED) of the USOE.

The purposes of the process evaluation were to examine the degree

to which each Special Emphasis project adhered to USOE project guidelines,

to determine the comparability of students in the Special Emphasi;3 and

comparison schools, and'to describe the characteristics of each Special

Emphasis instructional program.

The purpose of the impact evaluation was to determine the impact

of the Special Emphasis Program on reading performance of students in

the project schoolu as contrasted with reading performance of students

in the comparison schools, to investigate changes in reading-related

attitudes and behaviors, and to document the residual effects of each

Special Emphasis Program.

SUMMARY OF STUDY CONCLUSIONS

The working hypothesis of the Special Emphasis Project was that

intensive programs of reading instruction introduced at an early age

would effect significant improvement in patterns of reading achievement

in schools having large numbers of low achieving students. The data

collected and analyzed from the seven project sites for this evaluation

study reveal that Special Emphasis sites themselves can be classified

according'to the degree to which they implemented the Special Emphasis

concept and program. Of the three sites with the highest implementation

ratings (Louisiana, Tennessee, and Texas), two showed evidence of impact

13



favoring Special Emphasis student groups. The data suggest that program

implementation had a determining influence on program success and conse-

quently on student performance. Of the sites achieving lower implementation

ratings (Michigan, Ohio, West Virginia, and California), significant

differences between Special Emphasis and comparison student groups were

scattered between the two student groups. Because it is questionable

that Special Emphasis was in fact operationalized at these four sites,

the few instances of impact favoring Special Emphasis groups cannot

be construed as evidence of program success.

Highly operationalized Special Emphasis programs had two program

features in common. Reading specialists worked in the classroom teaming

with the regular classroom teacher and inservice training programs

attempted to integrate and reinforce a diagnostic-prescriptive approach

to reading instruction.

Sites which exhibited the greatest degree of carry over of Special

Emphasis concepts and practices when Federal project funds terminated

were those with the highest implementation ratings. The greatest degree

of carry over WAS experienced at the classroom level. Key factors

associated with the integration or adaptation of Special Emphasis program

features at individual project sites were: an interest and prominent

role by the local education agency in the project, recognition of Special

Emphasis as a unique intervention effort, and a sense of accomplishment

and involvement on the part of teachers and reading specialists in the

project.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This report contains:

A discussion of the background of the Special Emphasis

Project and the evolution of this evaluation study. (Section 2)

An examination of the study design and methodology applied

to the analysis of study data. (Section 3)

1-2 14



A description of the seven Special Emphas:Ls projects and

discussion of process findings. (Section 4)

A discussion of impact findings for each of the seven

project sites. (Section 5)

Volume II of this report contains a description of the standardized

reading test used in the evaluation, correspondence to project sites

regarding data collection activities and requirements, and study instru-

ments.



SECTION 2

BACKGROUND

THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROJECT

The Right to Read Special Emphasis Project was initiated under the

provisions of Public Law 94-380, Section 721, as amended by Public Law

94-194, Section 10. This legislation authorized the USOE to undertake a

study to test the hypothesis that intensive programs of reading instruc-

tion introduced at an early age can change the patterns of reading achieve-

ment of students in schools having large numbers of students reading one

or more grades below level. Unlike many educational interventions intend-
ed to be remedial programs, e.g., Title I of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act, Special Emphasis was to have a preventive focus. In this

respect, Special Emphasis was to take a diagnostic-prescriptive approach

to reading instruction with all students in grades 1 and 2 and provide

remedial attention to students in grades 3 through 6 who were reading

below level.

The major provision of the authorizing legislation called for the

implementation and evaluation of Special Emphasis projects which pro-.

vided for:

The teaching of reading by reading specialists for all
children in grades 1 and 2.

The teaching of reading by reading specialists for
elementary school children in grades 3 through 6, who
have reading problems.

An intensive vacation reading program for elementary
school children who are reading below the appropriate
grade level or who ar-, experiencing problems in learn-
ing to read.

For purposes of the Special Emphasis program, the terms "reading

specialist," and "reading teacher" were defined in the Title VII legis-

lation as:

12-1
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"Reading Specialist" means an individual who hay a
master's degree, with a major or specialty in reading
from an accredited institution of higher education
and has successfully completed 3 years of teaching
experience which includes reading instruction.

"Reading Teacher" means an individual, with a bachelor's
degree who has successfully completed a minimum of 12
credit hours, or its equivalent, in courses of teaching
reading at an accredited institution of higher educa-
tion and has successfully completed 2 years of teaching
experience which includes reading instruction.

In addition to the major program features identified above, the

authorizing legislation listed 14 specific features to be included in the

Special Emphasis Project funded by the Office of Education (OE). These

14 features were:

Diagnostic testing designated to identify pre-elementary
and elementary school children with reading deficiencies,
including the identification of conditions which, without
appropriate other treatment, can be expected to impede
or prevent children from learning to read.

Planning for and establishing a comprehensive reading
program.

Reading instruction for elementary school pupils whose
reading achievement is less than that which would
normally be expected for pupils of comparable ages and
in comparable grades of school.

Preservice training programs for teaching personnel in-
cluding teacher-aides and other ancillary educational
personnel, and inservice training and development
programs, where feasible, designed to enable. such per-
sonnel to improve their ability to teach 3 nts to
read to the extent practicable.

Participation of the school faculty, school board mem-
bers, administration, parents, and students in reading-
related activities which stimulate an interest in read-
ing and are conducive to the improvement of reading
skills.

Parent participation in development and implementation
of the program for which assistance is scugbt.

Local educational agency school board participation in
the development of programs.

2-2 1?



Periodic testing in programs for elementary school
children on a sufficiently frequent basis to measure
accurately reading achievement; for programs for pre-
elementary school children, a test of reading pro-
ficiency at the conclusion, minimally, of the first-
grade program into which the nursery and kindergarten
programs are integrated.

Publication of test results on reading achievement by
grade level-and, where appropriate, by school, without
identification of achievement of individual children.

Availability of test results on reading achievement on
an individual basis to parents or guardians of any
child being so tested.

Participation on an equitable basis by children en-
rolled in non-profit private elementary schools in the
area to be served (after consultation with the appro-
priate private school officials) to an extent consistent
with the number of such children whose educational needs
are of the kind the program is intended to meet.

The use of bilingual educational methods and techniques
to the extent consistent with the number of elementary
school-age children in the area served by a reading
program who are of limited English-speaking ability.

Appropriate involvement of leaders of the cultural and
educational resources of the areas to be served, in-
cluding institutions of higher education, non-profit
private schools, public and private non-profit agencies
such as libraries, museums, educational radio and
television, and other cultural and education resources
of the community (to the extent practicable).

Assessment, evaluation, and collection of information
on individual children by teachers during each year of
the pre-elementary program, to be made available for
teachers in the subsequent year, in order that con-
tinuity for the individual child not be lost.

The USOE further specified the purposes and objectives of the

Special Emphasis Program in its definition of terms and the provisions

to be used in identifying the specific student populations the program

was intended to serve. The most important of these definitions were:
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Reading deficiencies--Reading achievement which is
less than that normally expected for children of
comparable grades of school. For children in grades
2 through 8, reading deficiency is defined as readin3
ability 1 or more years below appropriate grade lewd
as estimated by standardized tests and/or informal
testing.

Reading problems--Reading achievement which is less
than would normally be expected for children of
comparable ages in comparable grades.

High percentage of children with readin deficiencies- -
Fifty percent or more of the students in grades 2
through 8 reading 1 or more years below appropriate
grade level.

Intensive reading_ instruction--Instruction in reading
that would provide pupils with a minimum of 20 to 30-
minutes of direct teacher-pupil interaction each day
and 15 to 20 minutes per day of independent reinforce-
ment activities. A total of 40 minutes of reading in-
struction per day was stipulated.

In planning for the implementation of the Special Emphasis Project,

the USOE planned a controlled experiment in which each school in which

the Special Emphasis "treatment" was to be implemented would be matched

with a "comparison"'school which was similiz with respect to:

Instructional approaches

Curriculum materiiis

Size of enrollment

Student characteristics (socioeconomic status, ethnicity,
and average scores on standardized tests)

The provisions of the legislation required that each applicant for

a Special Emphasis Program grant provide assurance that:

Appropriate measures have been taken by the agency to
analyze the reasons why elementary school children
are not reading at the appropriate grade level.

2-4 19



The agency will develop a plan setting forth specific
objectives which shall include the goals of having
the children in project schools reading at the appro-
priate grade level at the end of grade three.

Whenever appropriate, sufficient measures will be
taken to coordinate each pre-elementary reading pro-
gram with the reading program of the educational
agencies of institutions which such pre-elementary
school children will be next in attendance.

Further, the USOE regulations specified that local education agencies

(LEAs) participating in the Special Emphasis Project would be required to
assure that:

All first and second graders would receive intensive
reading instruction.

All students in grades 3 through 6 who have reading
problems would be given intensive instruction in
reading.

An intensive summer program would be available for the
project school students who are performing below grade
level, and this service not be to the com-
parison school children.

Instructional plans would be formulated through con-
sultations with many parties, including the district
administration, parents, and faculty of the project
school, and that this plan would include a diagnostic-
prescriptive approach and be part of a comprehensive
reading program in the project school.

Cooperation be extended with an external evalu 'ttion to
be conducted by the Commissioner or his/her contractor.

Fifty applications for Special Emphasis Project funding were re-
ceived by the USOE. These applications were evaluated by the criteria

stipulated in Section 162.41 of the regulations (see Table 2.1). In

the initial screening process, 30 applications were found to be techni-

cally ineligible. From the remaining 20 applications, 8 were selected.

2-5
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TABLE 2.1

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROJECT APPLICATIONS

Section 162.41: In reviewing applications under this subject, the
Commissioner will seek to identify a small number of high quality proj-
ects and will apply the following criteria and point system totalling
175 points:

(a) The soundness of the proposed plan of operation, including
considers on of the extent to which:

(1) The objectives of the project are sharply defined,,
clearly stated, and capable of being measured and
evaluated (20 points); and

(2) Provision is made for inservice trLIming appropriate
to the needs of the project (10 points);

(b) The overi.j.1 quality of the instructional design including:

(1) The extent the project plans promi3e an effective .

instructional climate (15 points);

(2) The quality and comprehensiveness of plans for improv-
ing the whole school reading program (15 points);

(3) The extent plans for the summer school are integrated
with the overall school reading program (10 points);

(4) The adequacy of the diagnostic program to identify
students with reading ;:oblems and needs (10 points);
and

(5) The extent the project will utilize recent research
fundings and provide for the adoption of innovative
products and practices (10 points);

(c) Provision is made for the sole use of reading sT4ecialists
or reading teachers, rather than regular classroom teachers,
under the conditions set out in 162.39(b) (50 points);

(d) The qualifications of the project director (15 points);

(e) The reasonableness of cost in relation to anticipated
results (10 points); and

(f) The quality of the proposed management design that includes
process evaluation, schedules, and resource utilization
plans (10 points).

21
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Each of the eight projects funded for the first year of the pro-

ject--1976-77--received between $100,000 and $200,000 per year, an amount
approximately twice the amount expended (on a per-pupil basis) under
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

The first year of the Special Emphasis Project was marked by late

startups, ongoing program adjustments, and a working out of relationships

between reading specialists and classroom teachers. The second year of
the study, school year 1977-78, was characterized by more "normalized"

operations. Staff relationships were established and signs of integra-

tion of Special Emphasis into the ongoing system began to appear.

During the second project year, six of the original sites were re-
funded. These sites were located in Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, Tennessee,

Texas, and West Virginia. An additional site, located in California,

was added to the project, giving a new total of seven projects for the

1977-78 school year. The Ohio project had to be dropped from the eval-

uation following the 1977-78 school year because of large-scale court-

ordered shifting of students involved in the study.

THE EVALUATION OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Concurrent with the funding of the Special Emphasis projects, the

USOE contracted for the evaluation of the project with an outside con-
tractor. The contractor/evaluator for this project was to conduct both

a process and an impact evaluation of the Special Emphasis Project.

The evaluation contract for the first phase of the Special Emphasis

Project was awarded to Applied Management Sciences, Inc. (AMS). During
the first 18 months of this evaluation, AMS completed the following major
activities:

Development of the initial study design.

Development of the data collection instruments and selection

of the reading test to be used as the instrument for assess-

ing reading achievement.

2-7
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Supervision of the testing of students in the fall of 1976

and the spring and fall of 1977.

4 Data collection in spring, summer, and fall of 1977.

Preparation of the first annual Special Emphasis Project

report including: background on the development of Special

Emphasis; a description of the methodology; site profiles;

and analysis of variance for student gains, using pre- and

postmeasures and a Special Emphasis- comparison school model.

The first year of the evaluation of the Special Emphasis Project

wss hampeted by several factors which affected subsequent project imp:le-

mentation and, ultimately, had an important effect on the evaluation of

the impact of the Special Emphasis Projects. Among these problems were:

Project grants were not awarded until several months into

the 1976-77 school year. This delay caused difficulties in

program implementation and resulted in the.loss of valuable

instruction time for Special Emphasis.

The local education agencies were occupied most of the first

year with the process of implementing project requirements.

In addition to the normal "shakedown cruise" associated with

new programs, some sites experienced intra-staff tensions

owing to the required introduction of reading specialists

into the daily routine of the classroom teachers.

The original study design contained no provisions for in-

cluding student demographic or treatment data in the impact

analysis.

The fall 1976 data could not be identified by individual

students. Therefore, pre- and postmeasures could not be

matched on a student-by-student basis, and the analysis had

to be limited to grade lev%.:1 aggregation.
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Staff from some comparison schools felt that they were

being imposed upon by the data collection efforts without

due consideration for their role. This perceived lack of

consideration contributed to a lack of cooperation and,

therefore, lack of uniformity in the data collection process.

In April 1978, GRC was awarded the contract for the continuation of
the Special Emphasis evaluation project. Under this contract, GRC:

Augmented the site profiles developed by AMS through the

collect] of data on the demographic characteristics of

students and measures of intensity of instruction.

Conducted data collection at local sites in the spring, summer,

and fall of 1978 and 1979, using instruments designed by ANS

as supplemented by data collection forms designed by GRC.

Developed standardized written instructions and procedures

for the administration of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading

Test (SDRT) and the completion of the data collection instru-

ments.

Supervised testing in the spring and fall of 1978 and 1979.

Created a longitudinal data base by merging the data collected

in 1978 and 1979 with the data collected in 1977 by AMS.

Conducted data analysis for the second annual report and the

final report of the Special Emphasis Project.

GRC was assisted in this project by Americas Corporation, its subcontractor,

which participated in data collection activities at four sites.

The evaluation design and methodology applied to the collection and

processing of study data is described in the next section.



SECTION 3

EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

OVERVIEW

The purpose of the Special Emphasis Evaluation was to examine
the process of delivering the Special Emphasis Program and to determine
the impact of the Program on participants. This required the design
of a study with process and impact components.

The objectives of the two study components are listed below.

Process Evaluation

Examine the degree to which the project sites adhered

to the Special Emphasis Project guidelines--inclusive

of those specified in the authorizing legislation and

those established by the USOE.

Determine the ccmparability of schools aad.studenes in Special
Emphasis and comparison schools.

Describe the characteristics of the Special Emphasis school

year instructional programs and the summer reading programs.

The process evaluation of the Special Emphasis Project was based
on data and information collected from

classroom observations, question-
naires, and interviews. Data and information used in the process
analysis included both instructional programmatic data and data on
student and staff characteristics.

Impact Evaluation

Determine the impact on reading performance of students

in the Special Emphasis and comparison schools during

each school year and over the length of the study.

Determine differences in the retenticn of reading skills

between schools with and without sum reading programs.
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Determine the impact of the Special Emphasis Program on

reading-related attitudes and behaviors of school staff,

students, and parents.

Document the residual effects of the Special Emphasis

Project within each participating school district and

on project participants.

The impact evaluation of the Special Emphasis Project was designed
as a longitudinal, controlled experiment in which differences in reading
performance of students who participated in the Program was compared
to reading performance of a similar group of students who did not
participate.

DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

Social science researchers have long recognL.ed the difficulty
of conducting . controlled experiment in the real world. The
problem of conducting such an experiment over an extended period of

time--especia:.: .n multiple schools--is, in many ways, the most compli-
cated of all longitudinal, controlled experiments. The general problems
of conducting such studies are well documented in the literature,

were well recognized by USOE at the time this evaluation study was
planned, and were understood by the contractor in the design of the
study and the development of the data analysis plan.

The experience gained in the conduct of the Special Emphasis

Project evaluation does, however, offer some important insights into

the methodological problems of conducting evaluations of longitudinal,

multi-site experiments in educational settings.

The major constraints and complications encountered in the conduct

of this study may be summarized under three general topics:

The design and ,mplementation of Special Emphasis.
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Study instrumentation.

Implementation of the data collection.

The Design and Implementation of Special Emphasis

The Special Emphasis Program was initially developed as a quasi-

experimental design. While intended to be a "treatment-comparison"

group study, neither the USOE nor the evaluation contractor had the

authority to exercise control over any of the several major variables

crucial to the conduct of a controlled experiment.

With respect to the legislative specifications and the guidelines

which were developed, all Special Emphasis sites appeared to be in

compliance regarding:

Hiring of additional staff-- reading specialists/teachers

and teacher aides.

Use of reading specialists/teachers who met USOE guidelines.

Use of a diagnostic-prescriptive approach to reading instruc-

tion.

Provision of summer reading programs.

There was, however, a wide disparity between sites regarding

compliance with other USOE guidelines. In several instances, these

deviations from USOE guidelines resulted in the introduction of condi-

tions which violated basic tenets of experimental research.

Table 3.1 identifies some of the most significant factors over

which there was not cuzrlate control. (In fact, at the time the Special
Emphasis Project contracts were awarded, all recipient districts were

out of compliance with the requirements of the law and the USOE regula-

tions on at least one major issue.)

While some of these variables might have been controlled by

the application of alternative procedures in the selection of treatment
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TABLE 3.1

SUMMARY OF CONDITIONS AND FACTORS WHICH
IMPEDED THE TREATMENT-COMPARISON GROUP DESIGN

The nature and extent of the Special Emphasis "treatment"
were only generally defined, allowing programmatic latitude in
the design of the individual projects. Participating districts
were permitted to adopt their own instructional strategies- -a
provision which severely restricted cross -site comparisons.

Reading specialists and special reading programs which
existed in the comparison schools at the time Special Emphasis
projects were initiated were allowed to remain while they
could be removel from the treatment schools--a provision
which confounded the experiment and severely restricted com-
parisons both within sites and across sites.

Participating districts could not be restricted from
introducing new, or expanding existing, related reading
programs, such as those funded under the provisions of Title I,
in the comparison school.

Participating districts could not be restricted from
adding staff, aides, volunteers, etc., in areas other than
reading, iu the comparison school; this altered the overall
teacher/student ratio.

Major differences existed in the Special Emphasis and
comparison schools with respect to size, ethnicity, teaching
methods, and pretest scores. In some instances, comparison
schools offered more intensive reading instruction than the
Special Emphasis schools.

Criteria for selecting students for participation in
the Special Emphasis Program varied across sites.

Special Emphasis Project standardized reading tests
were administered at the treatment and comparison schools at
approximately the same time as their own reading achievement
testing program thus introducing the possible confounding
variables of the "practice effect" and/or "ov testing."



and comparison schools, some of the conditions which characterized--or

Differentiated between--the treatment and comparison schools were altered

during the course of this longitudinal study by actions of the participat-

ing local education agencies.

An advance awareness of all the treatment- comparison school

characteristics and variants might enable a contractor to design a

research plan which would control for some of the most important con-

founding variables. However, it is most probable that an experiment

of a larger scale than the Special Emphasis Project would have been

required to obtain definitive evaluation results.

Problems resulting from factors such as those listed in Table 3.1

could, in future studies, be overcome and/or compensated for by:

Providing greater specification as to the treatment to

be provided and the means by which such treatment is pro-

vided. Such a provision would at least ensure programmatic

consistency and wo,.;1d, in this case, have allowed for

an evaluation of the Special Emphasis Project as a whole

rather than limiting the evaluation to independent evalua-

tion ox individual project sites.

a Limiting the changes which could be made in the educational

programs of the participating schools during the period

of the experiment. Such a provision would reduce the

number of confounding variables introduced and enhance the

degree to which findings of significance can be attributed

to the experimental treatment variable.

Increase the size of the experiment to provide a data base

of sufficient size for the influence of potentially con-

founding variables to be factored out in the process of data

analysis.

The measurement of program impact for the summer Special Emphasis

program as originally designed, presented analytical problems which
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could not be overcome. The original evaluation study contractor did

not provide for the identification of matched treatment-comparison

groups. With the concurrence of the project officer, the investigation

of summer program impact on reading retention was aborted. The issues

which led to this decision are presented later in this section.

Study Instrumentation

Two major types of data were required to perform the process

and impact evaluations required in this study:

Data and information about the teachers and the student

populations in the participating schools and educational

practices employed in these schools.

Data to be used in assessing the impact of the Special

Emphasis Projects on the students and schools where these

projects were implemented.

In several cases, a single instrument was used to collect data

for both of these purposes. Instruments used in this study, and the

evaluation component for which data in each instrument was used, are

summarized in Table 3.2.

(Copies of all instruments used in this study are contained

in Volume II of this report.)

Several problems were associated with the evaluation instru-

mentation used in this study. Specifically, the analysis of study

data was constrained by:

The reading test selected to measure achievement.

The omission of data elements important for analysis,

e.g., student demographic data.



TABLE 3.2

STUDY IN3TRUMENTS AND USE(S)

Instrument

Use of Data
Process
Study

Impact'

Study,

X
1. The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT)

2. The Classification of Teaching Practices X X

3. Pro act Director astionnaire X

4. Experimental School Principal Questionnaire X

X

X

X

X
5. Comparison School Principal Questionnaire

6. Reading Specialist Questionnaire
- ,

7. Experimental School Classroom Teacher Questionnaire X X

6. Comparison School Classroom Teacher Questionnaire X X

9. Librarian Questionnaire
X

10. Student (Grade 3) and Sturr.: (Grades 4-6) Questionnaires X

11. Parent Questionnaire
X

12. Student Information Ci'alist
X

13. Classroom Observation Protocol
X

The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT) was selected by

the original evaluation contractor because (1) it provided a diagnostic

instrument which coule be utilized in the Special Emphasis Program;

(2) it was designed to be particularly sensitive to the skill domain

performance of below average reading achievers; (3) it facilitated

tracking of student progress through all elementary grades, because

its multiple levels yielded comparable scores across all grades; and

(4) as a recently revised test, teachers in the experiment would not

likely be inclined to "teach to the test." These features notwith-

standing, a number of characteristics of the SDRT clearly rendered the

test inappropriate for purposes of this study:

As stated in the test manual, the SDRT is intended primarily

as a diagnostic test; it is not designed for use as an

achievement test.
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As a diagnostic test, the SDRT Is designed for use in

the identification of the reading problems of low achievers.

Accordingly, it yields a highly d nagative distribution

and does not discriminate well at the hi-1 end of the

scale. Thus, the SDRT's ability to measure achievement

and detect differences in performance between Special

Emphasis and comparison cohorts where either groups' mean

raw scores were above the 70% level was limited.
1

As a diagnostic test, the SDRT was intended for aaministra-

tion in the fall of the school year and is normed on the

class level for use in placement. While the publishers

nave provided norming information for individual students

for spring testing, the fact that the test is even easier

for students in the spring further exacerbates the ceiling

effect problem discussed in Volme II and documented in

Appendix C.

Because the SDRT was not normally used by school systems

both teachers and students were aware that they were parti-

cipating in an evaluation project, whether they were receiv-

ing Special Emphasis or not.

The use of the SDRT as the evaluation instrument for this study

is further complicated by the general provisions of the Special Emphasis
Project. Specifically, while treatment schools were required to provide

Special Emphasis reading instruction to all first and second graders,

Special Emphasis reading instruction for students beyond second grade

was mandated only for those students reading one or more grades below

level as measured by whatever reading achievement test was normally

used by the participating schools. There is, however, no basis for

assuming that performance levels measured by the SDRT corresponded

1The 70% level as a point of potential ceiling effects was suggested
by one of the test authors, Dr. Bjorn Karlsen.
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to achievement levels on tests used by the participating schools to

identify students for Special Emphasis instruction beyond grade 2

in the individual schools where this experiment was conducted. Thus,

the reg-alts of this study may be biased by program assignments made
on the basis of the results ,Jf tests used by participating schools.

A second data limitation relates to the adequacy of data necessary
for the analysis of program impact. The data collection instruments

used in the first year data collection by the original study contractor
contained no provisions for the collection of demographic information
on students in the Special Emphasis and comparison schools. The study

instruments used in the first year's data collection also made no
provision for identifying those students in grades 3 through 6 who
had received Special Emphasis.

These limitations were corrected by means of the Student Informa-

tion Checklist designed by GRC aad used in the collection of data
for school years 1977-78 and 1918-79. An examination of data secured
from the spring 1978 Student Information Checklist gave evidence,

however, that reliable student-by-student participation data could
not always be provided by classroom teachers. Procedures for the
collection of these data were subsequently revised, but it was not
until the 1978-79 project year that these data were collected with

acceptable reliability. As a result, the ability to analyze program
impact by isolating the treatment variables by student was impossible
for all but the final year.

Implementation of the Data Collection

The research plan for the evaluation of the Special Emphasis

Project called for the collection of data which could be used to identify

test scores by student, grade, class, school, and project site. To

preserve student anonymity, the initial study contractor developed

a 10 -digit identification code--4 digits of which were used to identify



individual students--to be used on all test forms and student question-

naires. This coding system, explained in a brief letter from the

contractor, was sent out prior to the initial data collection in fall

1976.

Several months after GRC assumed responsibility for this study,

data tapes from 1976 and 1977 were obtained. In the course of examining

these tapes, it was found that a significant number of the test forms
did not contain a full 4-digit code to identify students and that,

in numerous instances, more than one student had been assigned the

same identification number. These errors in coding and verification

prevented data from the fall 1976 data collection from being linked,

by student, to the spring 1977 data. As a result, it was necessary
to eliminate from the analysis the data collected during the first
round of testing.

The limitations in the data collection procedures revealed by

the analysis of the initial contractor's data tapes were generally

overcome by the implementation of more stringent coding and qualiLy

control procedures in the second and third years of this study.

Having Identified these coding errors, GRC established a procedure

for correcting these codes and improving the capability to link student

test scores over time. During spring 1979, each project site was

given a complete testing history for each student through fall 1978

and asked to verify the accuracy of the birthdate and sex associated

with the 4-digit ID code. As a result, many errors were resolved,

preserving as much data as possible for the analysis.

It should be noted that the corrections that were made relate

only to errors which could be identified through the application of

basic editing and consistency checks. Not all the errors which might

have existed in the identification numbers could be identified using

the procedures employed in this analysis. The diligence of the respec-

tive Special Emphasis staffs notwithstanding, one should not assume
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that this process has produced 100% accuracy, given the limited control
which GRC had over the data verification and the correction process.

For the study results to be as representative as possible of
Special Emphasis participants, it was necessary to collect both pretest
and posttest SDRT scores for as many participants as possible. The
extent to which this objective was met was limited by sample attrition
due to:

High student mobility at some project sites.

Absenteeism on testing dates.

Errors in coding SDT answer booklets.

The SDRT test history for each oite contained in Appendix A provides
the data necessary to calculate sample attrition.

A crmplete discussion of data collection procedures is contained
in Volume U.

DATA ANALYSIS STRATEGIES

The analysis plan developed by.GRC expanded and enhanced the

plan initially developed by the previous evaluation contractor. The
analysis activities paralleled the two study components--process and
impact.

Process Aneiysis

The process analysis is primarily descriptive. The first step

was to compare the aggregate characteristics of the Special Emphasis

and comparison schools at each site. Among the characteristics con-
sidered were:

Student enrollment

Racial/ethnic mix of student body

Sex designation of students

' Percent of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch



The purpose of this comparison was twofold: to assess the adher-

ence of each Special Emphasis project to the implementation guidelines

concerning comparison schools and to evaluate the degree of confidence

to be placed on the assumption of effective "randomness" for the impact
analysis.

The second step in the process analysis was to provide a descrip-

tion of the teaching techniques, resources, and the intensity of instruc-

tion for both the Special Emphasis and the comparison schools. Data

from the teacher questionnaires, the Classification of Teacher Practices

instrument, the Student Information Checklist, and the Observation

Protocols were used to profile each of the schools within the seven

Special Emphasis projects.

These c&ta were helpful in assessing adherence to Special Emphasis

guidelines. They also contributed to the interpretation of impact

results through recognition of the environmental and treatment factors

that influence the study outcomes.

Impact Analysis

The primary purpose of the impact analysis is to asses the

reading performance of students who participated in Special Emphasis

in relation to similar sr.-Jents who did not participate. In addition,

GRC investigated the possibility of other project outcomes such as

changes in reading-related attitudes and behaviors and residual effects

of Special Emphasis. The SDRT questionnaire, and interview data were

utilized in this investigation. GRC anticipated assessment of impact for:

Project years 1977-78 and 1978-79

The full length of the project, 1977-79. 1

Each of the summers 1977, 1978, and 1979, for which the

Special Emphasis summer program were in operation.

1
As we noted earlier, the test data from fall 1976 were excluded from
the analysis because of major coding problems and sample attrition.
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The measure used to assess reading performance was the comprehen-
sion total score on the SDRT. The comprehension total score is a
composite score derived from two subtests. A description of the various
subtests for each test level of the SDRT is provided in Volume II.
The comprehension total was chosen since it i common to all test

levels administered and was believed to provide an apnroximate measure
of achievement rather than diagnosis.

Project Year Analysis

The project year analyses cover the period from the spring testing
of the previous year to the spring testing of the project year under
study. A multidimensional approach was utilized to examine impact

in terms of statistical significance and, more importantly, in terms
of educational significance.

With the concurrence of USOE, the project ,eam decided to:

Consider each project site as a separate eva uation.

Examine reading performance for each grade separately.

The analysis of students aggregated by grade, by site was accom-
plished through use of Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA). Because of
the presumed presence of measurement error in the observed test scores,
a comparison of the mean observed change between the Special Emphasis

and comparison cohorts could give a distorted view of the true condition.

Therefore, the dependent variable used was the students' scaled scores

on comprehension total for the spring of the project year under study.

The independent variable was the treatment given, either Special Emphasis

or comparison. The covariate used to statistically adjust the dependent

variable was the pretest comprehension total scaled score.

1
F. M. Lord. "Elementary Models for Measuring Change," Problems in
Measuring Change, C. W. Harris (ed.), Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press, 1967, p. 21-38.
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ANCOVA permits analysis of groups that are not equal with respect

to the covariate(s) as though they were equal. However, there are

several assumptions that must be satisfied to pLodurt statistically

valid results. In particular, the assumption that each Special Emphasis
group and its corresponding comparison group are drawn from a single

population and any initial differences can be considered as random

error require examination.

This assumption was met to varying degrees at each of the seven

project sites. Therefore, ANCOVA was more appropriate for some sites

and grades than for others. An additional influence on performance'

may relate to demographic differences between corresponding groups.

'Therefore, GRC also performed ANCOVAs using composite variables which

included demographic variables and the pretest as covariates. These

analyses did not, however, shed any additional light on the significance

Jf the impact of Special Emphasis.

Presented with the ANCOVA results in Appendix E and F are esti-

mates of growth in terms of grade equivalents. The mean pre- and

posttest scaled scores were converted to appropriate grade equivalents

and the mean observed change was calculated. While this analysis

can result in a built-in bias in favor of the im!cially low-scoring

group,1 it is presented as an extension of the ANCOVA and provides

a yardstick to measure growth against expectations with respect to

national norms. Although generally, a 1 year change in grade equivalent

would be expected or "normal" growth, Dr. Bjorn Karlsen, an author

of the SDRT, proposes that this expectation is unreasonable fox low

achieving students.
2
He presents evidence that a .6-.7 average growth

1Lord, p. 37.
2
B. Karlsen, "Accountability - A Year's Growth in a Year?" The California
Reader, Vol. 5, No. 1, January 1972.
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rate for the lowest 25% would be a more reasonable expectation, There-

fore, while it may appear that low-scoring groups are losing ground

with respect to normal expectations, a program may produce educationally

significant results with growth rates of less than 1 year to lower

achieving students.

The covariarem analyses were applied to two cohort groups:

Whole grade cohort groups at each Special Emphasis and

its comparison school.

Lower achieving student groups, i.e., those. students below

the mean pretest score for their grade cohort groups.

The whole grade analysis was within the scope of GRC's original analysis

plan. The below mean analysis was added to investigate program impact

on those participants for whom Special Emphasis had been targeted.

In addition, the study team was interested in determining whether

or not the results of this analysis supported the results of the whole

grade cohort analysis.

Several hazards are associated with the use of ANCOVA for below

mean cohort groups. These are listed below and readers are advised

to consider these limitations when reviewing the analytical results

presented in Section 5 of this report.

The proportion of students scoring below the grade mean

in Special Emphasis and comparison groups may not be equal.

The below mean cohort group for both Special Emphasis

and comparison groups exhibit a preponderance of negative

measurement error at the low end of the distribution.

Length of Protect Analyses

To evaluate the impact of Special Emphasis over the length of

the projeti, spring 1977 to spring 1979, two types of analyses were

conducted. First, subgroups by site, by gr&e, were developed consisting

of only those students with SDRT test scores for the spring 1977 and
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spring 1979 test points. The analysis of each of these subgroups was

similar to the ANCOVA and the estimate of grade equivalent growth

employed for the project year analysis. Due to sample attrition over

the length of the study, only whole grade cohort groups were analyzed.

A second approach taken to investigate the impact of Special

Emphasis over the duration of the project focused on students reading

1 or more years below grade level. It was based on an examination

of trends relative to changes in the percentages of students reading

1 or more years below expectation.

Frequencies were tabulated for each spring testing of:

The amber of students tests for each grade.

The number of students reading 1 or more years below grade

level for each grade.

From these Oats, the percent of students reading 1 or more years below

grade level was calculated. These data are contained in tables for

each site 14 Appendix D.

Summer Program Analyses

The impact analysis of Special Emphasis summer reading programs

on reading retention presented special design problems. As originally

designed, the study was to compare reading performance between students

attending summer school and students at comparison schools without

a summer program. Scores on the SDRT administered to both groups

in the spring and fall were to be analyzed for differences in perfor-

mance. Two facts necessitated dropping this investigation from

the evaluation plan.

Ilrticipation in Special Emphasis summer reading programs

was voluntary. By electing to participate, program par-

ticipants constituted a unique group for which no comparison

group could be identified.
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The reading test used to measure performance in this study
is normed on an individual student basis only for spring

administration and on a class and individual basis for

fall auministration.

GRC attempted to override these problems by opting to compare the
participant's performance with the individual student norms established
for spring and fall testings. However, pervasive ceiling effects
encountered on test scores prevented this analysis for producing valid
and reliable results. A discussion of ceiling effects and their implica-
tion for this study is contained in. Appendix G.

The preceding section addressed the major design and methodological

features of this twaluation study and factors which limited the effective
implementation and evaluation of Special Emphasis. While the real
world conditions in local school systems do not provide the consistency
and comparability necessary for a perfectly controlled experiment,
the Special Emphasis experience illustrates that adjustments and correc-
tive actions can be taken to provide insight to the impact of alterna-

tive treatments within the real world setting.

Complete results for the process and impact analyses of the

Special Emphasis Project are reported in Sections 4 and 5. Appendix G
of this report contains further discussion of evaluation methodology.



SECTION 4

THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

Special Emphasis was mandated by Congress as an experimental

. intervention to improve the teaching-learning process for children

likely to experience difficulty in learning to read. Accordingly,

the evaluation of Special Emphasis sought to assess:

The implementation of the concept an4 requirements of

Special Emphasis as it was intended by Congress and the

USOE guidelines.

The chara,:er and the quality of the instruction-learning

process.

The outcome, or the effects, of the intervention, giVen the

variables of student characteristics, instructional resources

and facilities, and instructional methodologies.

The following discussions describe the implementation and the

program features of Special Emphasis. The first part of this section

provides a site -by -site analysis of the findings. These analyses are

followed by a cross-site analysis of the seven local projects included

in the study.

The following topics are discussed for each of the sites:

Background--The community setting in which the project took

place together with some 'of the major factors which influenced

the initiation and implementation of Special Emphasis.

Project Schools--A description of the characteristics of

the experimental and comparison schools, the staff, the

students, and the regular reading prograns.

' The Special Emphasis Program--A description of the program,

including the objectives, staffing, instructional processes,

use of materials, provisions for inservice training, compli-

ance with project guidelines, and special features and conditions.
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Summer Program--The major features of the vacation school

instruction and related activities.

Site Summary--The strengths and weaknesses of the local

projects.

The cross-site analysis which follows the site-by-site descriptions

provides a synthesis of project implementation, instructional processes,

and management provisions within the network of projects.



LOUISIANA

Background

The Louisiana site lies in a rural area located 30 minutes driving

distance from the nearest medium-sized town. The off-shore oil boom

in the area is introducing rapid change to this community. The change
has been accompanied by an influx of itinerant workers, settlement of

highly trained, professional persons, and new employment opportunities.

The main sources of income for the bayou area residents are sugar and

sugar-related industries. Because this is a seasonal activity, the

wage base for the area is severely curtailed; (:.onsequently, the school

population is stable, but poor.

Project Schools

There were four schools involved in the Sreciai Emphasis Project
in Louisiana. The school district has divided its tudent population

into buildings serving grades 1 through 3 and grades 4 through 8. At
this Special Emphasis site, both the treatment and comparison populations
were each located in two buildings.

Enrollment characteristics for school year 1977-78 and 1978-79

are summarized on Table 4.1. The treatment and comparison schools in
Louisiana were equal in terms of student demographic characteristics.

However, there was considerable difference in the size of these two
populations, the comparison group being more than twice as large.

Although the higher enrollment at the comparison schools required a

correspondingly higher number of teachers, the average class size in
the comparison school exceeded the average class size in the treatment
school by 9 students in 1977-78 and 4 students in 1978-79.

Table 4.2 provides a comparison of staff characteristics at the

treatment and comparison schools for the 1977-78 and 1978-79 school
years. Shifts in the percentage of teachers with graduate degrees

and the average number of years of teaching experience were due'to a
normal process of staff turnover. In addition to the regular teaching
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TABLE 4 . 1

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Site: LOUISIANA

- Schoo:: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Students
301 304 724 713

By Sex:

Male 51% 502 48% 49%

Female 49% 50% 52% 51%

By RacialI.Lhnic Categories:

Black 58% 56% 52% 50%
White 41% 41% 47% 49%
Hispanic

- 1% 1%
Other or uncategorized 1% 2% * *

Students Receiving Free or 54% 53% 47% 45%Reduced-Price Lunch

Students for Whom English
is a Second Language

3% 5% * 12

Students Absent More 1% 3% 6% 4ZThan 25%

Rounding estimates are responsible for column totals below or above 100%.

Less than .5%

TABLE 4 . 2

STAFF CHAP 'tCTERIS T ICS

Site: LOUISIANA

School: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Teachers 12 12 21 25

Teachers with Giaduate Degrees
. 17% 27% 25% 15%

Average Teacher Experience 9 yrs. 12 yrs. 10 yrs. 3 yrs.

Average Number of Students /Class 25 25 34 20
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staff, all selools at this site had a librarian, nurse, speech and read-

ing specialist, counselor, and social worker. A physical education

Leacher served the treatment school; a music teacher was at the com-

parison school.

One Title I reading specialist and one aide were assigned to

each school at this site. Students who qualified under Title I guide-

lines received w to 45 minutes per day of extra reading instruction

at both treatment and comparison schools. In the treatment schools,

the extra assistance these students received was coordinated with the

regular classroom instructional program. This linkage did not exist

at the comparison school. The Precision Teaching System was used for
Title I in both schools. This system is a machine-assisted approach

to teaching and practicing basic reading skills. The reading specialist

worked with small groups or individuals, introducing skills and direct-

ing their learning experiences. Students practiced independently

recording their work on scoring cards. These cards were machine scored

and each student's skill attainment was recorded. Aides in the Title I

labs supervised practice sessions with small groups, scored tests, and
kept records. The Precision Teaching System was developed by the

Special Emphasis project director.

A comparison of instructional time (excluding Title I) between

schools reveals marked differences. First graders at the treatment

school received a total of 120 minutes reading instruction daily; 90

minutes of this was Special Emphasis. At the comparison school, first

graders received 90 minutes of reading instruction. Second and third

graders at all schools received 90 mivul:es of daily instruction. At

the treatment school, 60 minutes of this time was provided by Special

Emphasis. Comparison school students, grades 4 through 6, had 15 minutes

more of instruction each day (75 vs. 60 minutes). Students, grades 4

through 6, at the treatment school received no additional instruction

beyond the 60 minutes per day of Special Emphasis. Thus, except for

first grade, the comparison schools offered an equal or greater amount

of reading instruction than the treatment schools.
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Facilities and materials at treatment and comparison schools were

well matched at this project site. The Houghton Mifflin basal reading

series was used at all schools. The Houghton Mifflin series is a highly

structured progr .im featuring the sequential presentation of reading

skills organized by behavioral objectives. The accompanying assessment

tests (magazine levels) permit teachers to periodically measure student

progress and skill mastery. Alternative instructional strategies and

practice activities are provided for teachers to address skill deficiencies.

Both treatment and comparison schools had adequate audiovisual

equipment and other instructional equipment and aids, such as tape

recorders, overhead projectors, listening stations, teaching labs, and

language masters. However, these aids received only minimal use,

except in the Title I and Special Emphasis labs, where they received

moderate use. The major difference between Special Emphasis and com-

parison schools was in instructional grouping of students. In 1977-78

over half (67%) of the teachers in the Special Emphasis schools con-

sidered small group instruction a major strategy versus less than 20%

in the comparison school. Use of small groups and individualized

instruction decreased in both schools in 1978-79 to 55% in the Special

Emphasis schoolg and 4% in the comparison schools.

With respect to teaching orientation, an analysis of theClassifi-

cativn of Teaching Practices (Table 4.3) il.dicates that a majority of

teachers in both Special Emphasis and comparison schools tended to be

structured rather than flexible. Whether through staff turnovers or

attitude shifts, a greater percentage of teachers in the Special Emphasis

schools, however, was less structured during the final project year

than in the comparison schools. Similarly, more comparison school

teachers took a more diagnostic-prescriptive approach during the final

project year. As a group, the Special Emphasis teachers tended to be

less structured and more diagnostic-prescriptive than their comparison

counterparts.
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TABLE 4.3

CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES

Site LOUISIANA

Teaching
Orientation

1977-78 1978-79
Special

-.basis Comparison
Special

B.,. basis ,Zompa7son
N 2* N 2* N 2* N Z

Diagnostic Approach

Diagnostic -
Prescriptive 4 31 7 35 4 36 9 41

Eclectic
t

9 69 4 20 6 55 7 32

Whole Class 0 0 9 45 1 9 6 27
....

Management Style

Structured 10 83 17 85 7 58 17 77

Eclectic
t

1 8 3 15 3 25 5 23

Flexible 1 8 . 0 0 2 17 0 0

*
Based on the number of classroom teachers responding.

t
The designation "Eclectic" indicates a teaching orientation which combines elements
from both approaches or styles.

The Special Emphasis Program

The overall objective of the Special Emphasis Program was to

increase the percentage of students reading at grade level from 14% to

50% based on the California Test of Basic Skills. The second mplor

goal was to detereca the factors contributing to poor reading achieve-

ment and develop teaching methods to overcome these factors. All

students, grades 1 through 6, were served by the Special Emphasis

Program at this site.

Project Staff

The Special Emphasis Project was under the supervision of a

project director who divided his time between the administration and

implemehttion of Special Emphasis and the Titie I project. Although
he was not a full-time employee of the school district, he was recog-
nized by project staff for his educational leadership and for providing

operational guidelines and materials for their instructional program.

4-7.
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Also assigned to the project were three reading specialists, all

of whom had master's degrees and a minimum of 10 yeara' teaching experi-

ence. Each specialist served two grade levels, 1 and 2, 3 and 4, or

. 5 and 6. One aide assisted each specialist with small group instruction

and record keeping. Aides were trained end supervised by the reading

specialists. A part-time secretary/clerk served the project's needs.

The Special Emphasis Treatment

According to local project policy, all students in grades 1 through

6 were served by the SpeLial Emphasis Program in Louisiana. Table 4.4

shows enrollment and program participation data for project years 1977-78

and 1978-79. As noted, Special Emphasis provided 9n minutes of instruc-

tion for first grade students, 60 minutes were provided for students

in grades 2 through 6.

TABLE 4.4

TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL

Site: LOUISIANA

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Pro act Year 1977-78 Profect Year 1978-79

Total
Enrollment

2 Served By
Special Emphasis

Total
Enrollment

2 Served By
Special Emphasis

50

39

50

58

52

52

100

100

100

95

100

100

58

38

47

54

47

60

100

100

101

100

100

100

Based on Experimental School Principal Ouestionnaire.

49
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Specia 'basis instruction took place in the reading specialist's

lab-type classroom with the specialist, classroom teacher, and aide present.

Classes, averaging 25 students, were brought tc the reading room and

divided into groups according to reading ability and skill needs. Each

group then rotated through a series of activities. In general, the

reading specialist conducted instruction, the teacher provided follow-up

and practice activities, and the aide supervised oral reading or inde-

pendent work. The roles of the teacher and aide shifted according to

teacher preference. A listening station provided a fourth activity in

the specialist's room.

Teachers, reading specialists, principals, and the project director

were involved in planning the reading program at the treatment schools.

Specialists and classroom teachers indicated that they reviewed student

progress and jointly planned their instructional activities on a weekly

basis; their dual teaching assignment offered them the opportunity to

communicate daily. While the specialists clearly took the lead, there

was an effort during the final project year to shift instructional

responsibilities back to the classroom teachers.

Use of Materials

Throughout the first year, Special Emphasis utilized the materials

of the Precision Teaching System. Diagnostic quizzes, teaching strate-

gies, and materials keyed to each of the 5000 identified reading skills,

and evaluation quizzes were the core of this system. Automatic scoring

machines provided immediate feedback to student and teacher. This

program, however, was also used for the school district's Title I-

program. For the second and third years of Special Emphasis, the Pre-

cision Teaching System was used exclusively in Title I labs. With

the reading specialist responsible for the basic instructional program

in 1977-78 and 1978-79, the basal reading series (Houghton Mifflin),

along with published and teacher-developed skill activities, were the

major teaching resources used in Special Emphasis.



Inservice Training Program

A practical site-specific series of inservice training programs

was offered to classroom teachers, specialists, aides, and principals.

In 1976-77, the focus of the training was on analyzing the district-

adopted basal reading series (Houghton Mifflin) to determine its appro-

priateness for the student population. Where the basal materials were

found inappropriate, alternative strategies and materials were devised.

Sessions were led by the project director. A local university recognized

these sessions as an extension course and offered participants 3 hours

of credit.

In 1977-78 and 1978-79, inservice training was conducted by the

project director and a reading specialist. Participation was open to

principals, teachers, specialists, and aides. The instructional focus

of this training was on the implementation of a diagnostic-prescriptive

approach to. instruction, the selection of appropriate materials, and

the interpretation of student assessment data. While academic credit

was not offered, 52% (1978) and 64% (1979) of the classroom teachers

attended inservice training and they rated the sessions "very helpful"

(on a scale of not helpful, somewhat helpful, very helpful).

Summer Program

In 1978, the Louisiana project conducted a 20-day summer program

serving approximately 170 students. This number represented over half

of the project school's total enrollment, grades 1 through 6. Four

reading specialists and four regular classroom teachers, serving as

aides, were employed. In addition, two high school students regularly

volunteered their services and an average of six parents accompanied

the students on weekly field trips.

The objectives of this program were:

To counter the regression of reading skills during the

no-school, summer months.

To foster language development.

To provide remedial instruction4 sub-grade-level readers.
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Reading specialists handled four classes each day, providing

instruction in 50-minute time blocks. In addition to the 50-minute

reading class, each student had 50-minute periods of library, arts and

crafts, and films and a 10-minute recreation break. The program operated

from 8:20 AM to 12:30 PM.

The Houghton Mifflin basal series and Precision Teaching System

for reading, which were the mainstays of the regular school year reading

program, were used during the summer. Word and reading-related games

were integrated into the summer instructional program.

Coordination of the summer and regular school year programs was

accomplished through the use of identical commercial materials. No

system for measuring stv.dent gains was built into the summer program.

The role of the schc,..11 principal during the summer was twofold: super-

vise instruction and maintain discipline. The project director super-

vised the operation of the overall program and provided technical

assistance as needed.

In 1979, the staffing configuration in the summer program was

changed to include four reading specialists, three teachers, and two

teacher-librarians. Four aides from the school-year program were

assigned to the summer program; three assisted teachers and one worked

with the librarians. Teachers who had served as aides the previous

summer were responsible for conducting reading classes in 1979. No

volunteers were involved. At the conclusion of the summer program,

the Special Emphasis reading specialists assisted principals in setting

up reading groups for the coming school year.- Table 4.5 provides a

summary of the 1978 and 1979 summer program statistics.

Compliance with Special Emphasis Guidelines

The following discussion examines features of the Louisiana

project in light of the project guidelines listed in Section 2, Back-

ground.



TABLE 4 . 5

SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Site: LOUISIANA

Summer 1978 Summer 1979

Prograa Duration

Weeks 4.0 6.0
Roars par day 4.0 4.0

Instructional hours in reading 2.0 2.0
and reading - related activities
(hours per day)

Total School Enrollment 301 7.44

Summer School Enrollment 170 160

Percept of Total Enrollment 56 53

Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio 1:21 1:12

Staff

Reading Specialists 4 4

Teachers 0 3

Aides 4(regular teachara) 4

Librarians 0 2

Gyn/Art Teacher

Volunteers 2(atudants)
6(parants, Friday
only)

*
not included in cdoputing Teacher /Adult - Student Ratio.



A staff of reading specialists served the project schools. All

students, grades 1 and 2, were served by Special Emphasis staff. All

third through sixth grade students were also served by the program,

thus extending service beyond the level specified in the guidelines.

Instructional periods also exceeded guideline requirements. However,

students in grades 4 through 6 at the comparison school had 15 minutes

per day more instructional time than those at the treatment school.

A summer reading program was provided and was well attended. Inservice

effa,:ts at this site consisted of presentations by the project director

and a ;Leading specialist. While funds to support academic course work

were provided in the project budget, staff reported participation in

accredited inservice training only in 1976-77. Planning of the reading

program included district administrators, the project director, reading

specialists, and teachers. Because reading specialists provided the

basic reading instructional program for all grades in the treatment

schools, classroom teachers actually had little to say in the planning

and delivery of the program. Some effort to shift the-responsibility

for instruction back to the classroom teacher was made as the project

neared its conclusion.

Diagnostic testing was conducted and used as a guide for grouping

students for reading instruction. Achievement tests were administered

per.0Jically by the school district to measure student progress. Test

results were made available for conferences with interested parents

or guardians of individual students. No special activities to stimulate

interest and improvement in reading were conducted.

Louisiana's skill mastery record keeping system utilized the

Precision Teaching System and Houghton Mifflin basal reading series.

However, neither of these systems can be attributed to Special Emphasis.

Comparability of the schools involved in this study was compromised by

the size of the two populations--the student body and staff at the

comparison schools was twice that of the treatment schools.
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Project personnel extended their cooperation to the evaluation

study team. As specified in Appendix G, coding problems in Louisiana

caused delays in the data reduction process and contributed to a loss

in student test and survey data and parent survey data. Table 4.6

reports the response rates for the various evaluation study instruments.

The Louisiana site was in compliance with the Special Emphasis

guidelines, with two exceptions: the size of the treatment and compari-

son populations, and the lack of a reading motivation component in

Special Emphasis.

TABLE 4.6

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Sites LOUISIANA

1977-711 1978-79

Special implusals Comparison Special itwidtasla Comparinee

Number of

lewondents
8 of

Poterletion

Number of
Itespoodoite

of
Poftlattom

Member of
Roasondeets

1 of

fimpelatitte

Number of
Newoodents

N/A

8 of
Poomletioe

Protect Director 1 li, N/A 1 100

Priscial 2 100 2 100 2 100 2 100

Towbar 12 100 17 SI 12 100 25 1013

Meadiee Soecialist 5 100 2 100 4 2 100

Classification of
Teaching Practices:

Teachers

Satellee SeecIslista

12

3

100

60

19

0
90

0

11

1

92

20

22

0
88
0

1A9111LISD
2 100 2 100 2 100 1 50

Student_- Grade 3 0 0 100 97 64 94 110 ii--
60

stwoloc - cranks 4-A 158 97 253 73 15 96 211

Parent 205 - 391 - 201 - 363 -

Student leformatiom
Checkliat 301 100 67# 93 266 87 657 92

N/A Not ApplIcolo

BES
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Special Features

A close working relationship between reading specialists and

classroom teachers characterized this project. With the specialist

serving as role model, collaborator, consultant, and de facto supervisor,

classroom teachers reported the project offered them an opportunity to

grow, adopt new practices, and gradually assume a stronger role in

reading instruction.

Another noteworthy feature of the Louisiana project was the

effort to customize the basal reading series to serve the needs of

local students.

Special Circumstances

The presence of the Precision Teaching System in both the treat-.

went and comparison schools makes it difficult to isolate Special. Emphasis

and its impact on student reading achievement. Unlike the first year

of operation, during the second and third years of program operation

Special Emphasis reading specialists no longer replicated Title I

operations. However, distinctions between Title I and Special Emphasis

programs remained unclear.

Student retention (repeating the grade) was far more prevalent

at this site than at the other study sites. Approximately 25% of the

sixth grade students were retained following the 1977-78 school year.

Thete was no limit to the number of years a student could remain at

a particular grade level, and there was evidence of students repeating

the same grade more than once. While many. of these students might

benefit from the services of a special education or learning disabilities

program, parents were generally reluctant to identify, test, and place

children in such settings.

Summary

Thekey features of the Louisiana Special Emphasis Program

the diagnostic-prescriptive approach, the use of small group inruc-

tion to meet developmental skill needs, and a close linkage between

Special Emphasis and classroom reading instruction. Because of the
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limited experience and deprived backgrounds of many students in this

school district, school officials and staff have supported programs

and strategies designed to overcome these social handicaps. The exist-

ence of the Title I Precision Teaching System, however, represented a

confounding influence on any assessment of impact. All other indica-

tions were present for a genuine Special Emphasis educational interven-

tion--from diagnostic programming to close faculty-specialist cooperation.

At the same time, the presence of Precision Teaching may have had a

benign effect on the study in that the visible amenities of additional

instructional staff and equipment in the comparison school may have

reduced the experimental contamination (the John Henry effect1). With

Precision Teaching acting as a "placebo," comparison school teachers

may not have been stirred to respond with a "we can work harder than

you" campaign.

The Louisiana site was in compliance with the Special Emphasis

guidelines, with two exceptions: the size of the treatment and compari-

son populations and the lack of a reading motivation component in

Special Emphasis.

In terms of the site's original objectives, scores did improve

on the district's standardized testing program 'out not as much as was

hoped. In 1979, 30% were at grade level, up from 14% in 1976. While the

50% objective was not reached, school e..ficials were pleased at the

progress.

The second goal of the project was to determine factors contrib-

uting to reading problems. Over the course of the Special Emphasis

project, reading specialists noted those skill areas particularly

problematic for students in the treatment schools. They documented

1G. Saretsky, "The OPO P.C. Experiment and the John Henry Effect," Phi Delta
Kappan, 1972, 53,579-581.

57
4-16



successful and unsuccessful instructional techniques and materials to

serve as future resource guides for teachers working with low-achieving

students.

From the perspective of local officials and staff, the Louisiana

project was considered a success.



MICHIGAN

Background

The Michigan site is located in an independent city within the

boundaries of a large me:ropolitan area. The city faces problems con-

fronting most urban areas today: escalating costs, a shrinking tax base,

and population flight. The corresponding impact on the city's schools

includes frequent turnover of top administrators, budget cutbacks, teacher

cutbacks, and transient student population. The school district, which

serves the city, has sought assistance in a wide variety of Federal pro-

grams to address the mounting social, educational, and economic problems.

Project Schools

The treatment and comparison schools in this site were well matched

in terms of demographic characteristics of students, facilities, instruc-

tional approaches, and materials. Until the fall of 1978, both schools

served students, grades kindergarten (K) through 6. At that time, sixth

graders were transferred to another building, leaving a K through 5 pop-

ulation at each school. Enrollment characteristics of the two schools

are displayed on Table 4.7. The table reveals highly comparable popu-

lations. Participation in subsidized lunch programs was very high at

both schools. While students dropped out of the study due to family

mobility, those that entered the study population reflected the same

characteristics as those departing.

The shift in enrollment caused a decrease in teaching persor,

well. Average class size increased from 27 students to 32. and 34, -,sr _-

tively, at the treatment and comparison "chools. Staff changes had the

effect of closing the gap in education and experience between the two

groups of teachers. Staff characteristics are summarized on Table 4.8.

In addition to classroom teachers, both schools at this Special

Emphasis site had numerous specialists providing services for the school

population. These were a librarian, a speech specialist, a learning

disabilities specialist, nurse, reading specialist, physical education

and music/arts teachers, a counselor, f.. 1 worker, and a psychol
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TABLE 4 . 7

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Site: MICHIGAN

School: Special Emphasis I Comparison

Project Year: i 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Students 670 602 588 515

By Sex:

Male 52% 51% 49% 49%

Female 48% 49% 51% 51%

By Racial/Ethnic Categories:

Black 96% 96% 99% 99%
White 1% 1% *

Hispanic * _ _ -

Other or uncategorized 3% 3% 1% 1%

Students Receiving Free or
Reduced-Pice Lunch 79% 81% 81% 81%

Students for Whom English
is a Second Language 2% 1% 4% 3%

Students Absent More
Than 25% 8% 6% 5% 7%

Rounding estimates are responsible for column totals below or above 100%.
*
Less than .5%

TABLE 4 . 8

STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Site: MICHIGAN

School: Spec n Comparison

Project Tear: 1977-78 19 't-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Teachers 25 19 22 15

Teachers with Graduate Degrees 48% 65% 71% 67%

Average Teacher Experience 7 yrs. 11 yrs. 13 yrs. 15 yrs.

Average Number of Students/Class 27 -1 27 34
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State and Federally sponsored programs abounded. Both schools

were eligible for and received Title I services. Each had a full-

time Title I reading specialist and a reading consultant funded by the

state and district. Three district reading aides were assigned to the

treatment school. They worked in conjunction with several teachers pro-

viding tutorial instruction and assisting with small groups and materi's

preparation. At the comparison school, the district had assigned four

reading aides. These aides worked exclusively with the DISTAR program.

Both schools are housed in similar buildings erected in the 1920's.

They appeared generally well maintained and each was brightened by color-

ful bulletin boards and public area displays. Neither school was air

conditioned and some upper grade classrooms in the comparison school

lacked ventilation. Equipment and materials were not lacking at either

school. Software resources for reading instruction (e.g., kits, tapes,

games, basale were abundant.

Aside from Special Emphasis, the two schools were programmatically

almost identical. The regular classroom reading program followed a

traditional basal reader series and a district-developed skill mastery

management (looping) system. DISTAR, a decoding program to enhance

phonics and word recognition skills, was used in grades K and 1 at the

treatment school, and grades K through 2 at the comparison school.

The school district required a minimum of 30 minutes of reading

instruction daily. At the treatment school, first and second graders

had 70 minutes of in4tr:-.t1e,n, all under the supervision of Special

Emphasis personnel. To..'1 :-:trough fifth/sixth graders spent 30 minutes

per day in classroom reading instruction with selected students receiv-

ing an additional 30 minutes from Special Emphasis personnel. At the

comparison school, all students had 80 minutes of language arts instruc-

tion, which included reading as well as spelling, grammar, and writing.



A comparison of teaching practices at the Special Emphasis and

comparison schools (Table 4.9) reveals an exceptionally close match.

Teachers in both schools tended to be diagnostic-prescriptive in their

approach. A slight majority in both schools preferred a structured

learning environment with the remaiuing .,Lners mixing structure with

some flexibility. In the Special Emphasis school, of those teachers

responding in 1978 and 1979, staff turnover and/or shifts in orientation

reflect a T" ,re from diagnostic-prescriptive to eclectic and whole class

and from eitaer structured or flexible to eclectic. In the comparison

school, owing to either of the same factors, fewer teachers were diag-

nqstic-prescriptive in 1979.

TABLE 4.9

CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES

Site : MICHIGAN

Teaching
Orientation

1977-78 1978-79
Special

Emphasis Comparison
Special I

Emphasis [ Comparison

Diagnostic Approach
N Z* N Z*. N Z* N z*

Diagnostic -
Prescriptive 18 82 18 90 10 67 10 67

Eclectic
t

4 18 2 10 4 27 5 33

Whole Class 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0

Management Style

Structured 11 50 10 50 9 60 10 66

Eclectic
t

8 36 7 35 6 40 2 11

flexible 3 14 3 15 0 0 3 21

Deed on tba number of classroom teachers responding.

The deisgmation "Eclectic" indicates a teaching orientation which combines elements
from both approaches or styles.

The Special Emphasis Program

The particular objectives articulated by the staff for the project

were:

Project participants will achieve 1 month's growth for each

month in the program.
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o Students will demonstrate a more positive attitude toward

reading.

Parents and community members will demonstrate awareness

and positive support of the program.

Teachers will improve their skills in the teaching of read-

ing.

The program designer" to aLbir, - these objectives utilized the school

district's regular reading program (basal plus a skill mastery system)

and introduced the reading specialist/teacher and aide to assist in and

enhance its delivery.

Project Staff

The Special Emphasis Project was headed by a school district cen-

tral officer administrator. The original project director left after

the 1977-78 school year and another school administrator inherited

Special Emphasis. Due to the multiple other responsibilities which these

directors had, neither assumed strong leadership roles in the educa-

tional or administrative aspects of the project. Instead, the head

reading specialist provided overall direction and leadership; however,

her lack of position in the administrative structure limited her ability

to provide strong direction to the program. The project school princi-

pal played a support role but was not actively involved in the program.

A private school was a nominal participant in the project from

fall 1976 to spring 1978, but was not included in the evaluation. Dur-

ing this period, one project reading specialist and one aide were

assigned to the private school on a half-time basis.

Five reading specialists and six aides were employed by the Special

Emphasis Project. All five specialists had graduate degrees; their years

of te=e.hing experience ranged from 3 to 16. The five reading specialists

wer' each assigned specific grade levels. Two worked with first and

second grades and one served eaC, of the remaining third, fourth, and

fifth grades. Reading specialists trained and supervised the aides who

provided individual attention to designated students and prepared mate-
rials.
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The Special Emphasis Treatment

In the first and second grades, reading specialsts worked in the

regular classroom with the classroom teacher present. During the 70-

minute reading period, student groups rotated between the specialist,

classroom teacher, and aide. In general, the classroom teacher con-

ducted the basal reader program, while the specialist provided enrichment

and skill reinforcement activities. As might have been expected, plan-

ning sessions and conferences regarding student progress occurred fre-

quently at these grade levels. First and second grade teachers planned

weekly with project staff.

In the third through fifth grades, students receiving Special

Emphasis instruction met with a reading specialist outside their regu-ar

classroom for small group instruction. The frequency of their attendance

depended upon the degree of their reading' deficiency. Third through

fifth/sixth grade teachers and reading specialists typically conferred

toward the end of each grading period.

In addition to isolated enrichment skill development and reinforce-

ment activities, reading specialists introduced and used a content-

oriented approach to reading. This approach called for the teaching of

reading in the context of specific subject areas, such as social studies

or science. While this approach was used at all grade levels, it was

most prevalent at the fifth grade level.

The communication betweet the regular classroom teachers and Spe-

cial Emphasis staff appears to have improved over the operation of the

program. The relationship between each classroom teacher and the read-

ing specialist assigned to his or her class was individualized. That

is, the reading specialist and the specific classroom teacher mutually

agreed to procedures for implementing Special Emphasis instruction --

rather than following a prescribed schoolwide system.

64
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Use of Materials

The instructional program at this site was based upon the use of

the basal reading series (K-3, Bank Street Readers; 4-5, Holt, Rinehart,

Winston, and Houghton Mifflin; 6, Holt, Rinehart, Winston). A locally

devised management system was developed for use in conjunction with

the Bank Street Readers. Guided by publisher information, project

personnel identified the sequential skills covered by the basal series.

Next, they selected workbook pages to be compl'ted by students and

graded by staff. A score of 80% or above indicated student mastery

of a particular skill. Students who failed to meet this criterion

were guided through an alternative series of activities and retested.

Records of each student's progress were maintained by the classroom

teachers and specialists. DISTAR materials were also a component of

this program for first grade. Students in grades 3-5/6 used commer-

cially available reading collections as part of their reading program.

Aside from the Management system used by the project school, materials

used on conducting the reading program were the same at both schools.

Inservice Training Program

Inservice training opportunities in the form of workshops were

available to teachers at thf treatment school. These were provided by

the project directOr, readitg specialists, and, in 1976-77, by an out-

side consultant who conducted several sessions for which college credit

was given. Participation was voluntary. Fewer than half of the class-

room teachers attended these worksops and reported they were 'somewhat"

helpful in enabling them to carry out their classroom reading activities.

Questionnalres were administered to the staff inviting their input re-

garding content for the workshop sessions. Topics covered included

interpersonal relutioas, implementation of a diagnostic-prescriptive

approach to teaching reading, teaching reading in the content areas,

diagnosis of reading problems, and motivational activities.
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Summer Program

In 1978, the Michigan project ran a 17-day summer program. The

program ran from 9 AM to 12 PM and consisted of 160 minutes cf reading

instruction or reading-related activities followed by a 20-minute super-

vised lunch. Enrollment was 148, with attendance averaging 120 daily.

The program's objectives were:

To retain skills through review and reinforcement activities.

To diagnose student needs and individualize instruction.

To focus on comprehensicn skills.

Four reading specialists, five teachers (including a librarian and gym

teacher), and nine paraprofessionals were employed. Each specialist and

teacher handled four groups of 10-20 students for 40-minute periods. No

volunteers participated in the program.

Teacher-made and commercially-developed materials were used along

with paperbacks and filmstrips. Students also made books for use during

the spmmer. Basal readirs were not

The summer program was informal, and its thread of continuity with

the regular school year program was the stress on comprehension skills.

The project director basically served as a facilitator, assisting in the

planning of special events, and as manager/administrator, assuring the

timely processing of staff payroll and the availability of supplies.

A unique feature of this program was the way in which library and

gym periods were directly related to reading instruction. Students par-

ticipated, on a rotating basis, in 40-minute library or gym periods 4"

days of the week. In addition, they could earn an extra gyn. period

based on their performance during the week. The extra gym period was

used as a motivational device.

In 1979, Michigan ran a 20-day summer program. Students attended

school from 9 AM to 12 PM, with instructional periods from 9 to 11:30

AM. A 30-minute lunch, supervised by teachers in the classrooms, follow.
Enrollment was 126.
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Program objectives for 1979 were:

To review and reinforce student skills.

To extend and enrich skills of students at grade level.

To provide opportunity 2or recreational reading.

The staff for this program was reduced and, unlike the program of the

previous year, was strictly academic. Two reading specialists, five

regular classroom teachers, and seven aides comprised the staff. The

district-level decision to conduct a summer program was made after

students had been dismissed on the last day of the regular school year.

The appointed staff was contacted over the weekend and requested to

report on the following Monday. No program had been planned; no special

activities were provided. Several days into the program, the onsite.

program supervisor was informed that he had a budget of approximately-

$50 for materials. An alternative workbook series served as the'curric-

ulum guide and source of instruction and activities. A limited selection

of books from the school library was placed in each classroom. Table

4.10 provides a summary of program statistics for 1978 and 1979

Compliance with Special Emphasis Guidelines

The following discussion focuses on the adherence of the Michigan

project to the USOE guidelines for Special Emphasis.

This site assigned a full complement of reading specialists to

serve students. at the project school. All first and second graders

were covered as stipulated in the guidelines. Michigan, however, did

not provide for instruction of all third through sixth graders having

reading problems. Lack of compliance was acknowledged and brought to

the attention of USOE by site personnel. According to data supplied

by the site, third through fifth grade students received 30 minutes

of daily reading instruction. This was below the minimum time required

by project guidelines (40 minutes).

The evaluation team considered the summer program for project

year 1977-78 an outstanding effort. Largely due to the effo-ms of the
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TABLE 4.10

SUMMER PROGRAM S UMMARY

Sits: MICHIGAN

Summer 1978 Summer 1979

Program Duration

Disks 3.5 4.0
Hours per day 3.0 3.0

Instructional hours in reading
and reading - related activities
(hours per day)

2.75 2.5

Total School Enrollment 670 602

Summer School Enrollmant 148 126

Percent of Total Enrollment 22 21

Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio 1:8 1:9

Staff

!Wading Spacialists 4 2

Taachars 3 5

Aides 9 7

Librarians 1 0

Gym/Art Teacher 1

Volunteers*

*
Voluntaers not includad in computing Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio.



head reading specialist, trips, lunch, library activities, and physical

education were integrated into the instructional program. The 1978-79

summer program was strictly reading instruction. No planning preceded

the effort and direction regarding program goals and an operating budget
was never specified. The individual assigned to administer the program

was unfamiliar with Special Emphasis.

The inservice program in Michigan was unclear from the evaluation

data. Some training sessions were held. However, they were poorly

attended and poorly received by the teachers. Participation in program

planning did not extend beyond the district principal reading specialist

levels. No attempt to draw additional groups into the planning process
was noted. From teacher comments, it appears that the greatest handicap

of this particular project was the lack of dialogue and consensus on

program objectives. Teachers, reading specialists, and the project

director inheriting this project agreed that goals and. objectives for

this program had never been clearly formulated and articulated.

A skill mastery record keeping system existed in Michigan,

independent of Special Emphasis. An outstanding feature of this project
was the well matched treatment and comparison groups. Other project

guidelines, including diagnostic testing, achievement testing, and

the availability of test results to parents or guardians were met.

Activities to stimulate interest in reading which included the partici-

pation of teachers, administrators, parents, and students were not

observed or reported by site personnel.

The evaluation study team encountered resistance to the prescribed

procedures for test administration at this site. This problem is
documented in Appendix G. Project personnel cooperated fully with

efforts to correct coding problems. Table 4.11 reports the response

rates for the various data collection instruments.



TABLE 4.11

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Site: MICHIGAN

1977-78 197R-79

Special Eaphavela Couparlaon Special Eaphoola Comparison

Number of
Respondents

1

2 of
Population

100

Noaber of

Respondents

N/A

Z of
Population

Nmdoer of
Res odenta

0

2 of
Population

0

Nnaber of
Respondents

N/A

1

2 of

Population

100

Project Director

Principal . 1 100 1 100 1 100

Teacher 25 100 21 95 17 09 15 100

Reading Specialist 6 100 1 ' 100 4 67 1 100

ClumalfIcation of
Teochlet Practicent

Teachers

Needles Specialists

22

1

88

17

20

1

91

100

15

5

79

83

15

1

1M
100

Librarian 1 100 0 0 1 100 1 100

Student - Crude 3 99 69 95 93 131 100 100 77

Student - Crude, 4-9 264 87 239 88 205 91 170 76

Parent 335 - 412 - 444 - 289

student Information
Checklist 657 98 583 99 602 100 515

1

100

N/A Not Applicable

In summary, Michigan experienced difficulty in implementing a

project which met established guidelines. This site was out of com-

pliance in the following areas:

Treatment of all third through fifth/sixth graders having

reading problems.

Minimum of a 40-minute reading instruction period for third

through fifth/sixth grade students.

Broad-based participation in program planning.

Broad-based participation in activities developed to stimu-

late interest in reading.
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Special Features

The role of reading specialists at this site was to implement the

regular school developmental reading program. Thus, opportunities to

employ their expertise and creativity were limited somewhat by the pre-

scribed basal program. The wide variety of reading specialist-classroom

teacher teaming modalities was a unique feature of this !-te.

Special Circumstances

According to the project director, the project was not able to

serve all children, grades 3 through 6, who were reading one or more

years below grade level because of staff time constraints. While this

situation rendered this project out of compliance with USOE guidelines,

the USOE and project personnel agreed upon a level of participation to

include only students in the lowest 20% of each grade 3-6 to receive

Special Emphasis instruction. Table 4.12 summarizes participation and

enrollment data for 1977-78 and 1978-79.

TABLE 4.12

TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL

Site : MICHIGAN

Grads 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grads 6

Protect Year 1977-78 Protect Year 1978.-79

Total
Enrollment

Z Served By
Special Emphasis

Total
Enrollment

Z Served By
Special Emphasis

131

125

111

104

93

106

100

100

26

33

17

23

120

117

130

112

113

-

100

100

23

27

27

-

Based on Experimental School Principal Questionnaire.

Parent involvement was nonexistent in either planning or operating

the program. An informal awareness effort was undertaken by distribut-

ing informational literature at the school open house. The Special

Emphasis staff attempted to involve parents by preparing materials to

assist them in working with their children at home.
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The relationship between the project school and comparison school

was poor due to the lack of communication regarding rationale, duration,

and procedures for the comparison school's participation in the study.

In addition, some teachers in the comparison school felt that testing

procedures and the testing schedule imposed by the Special Emphasis

staff were disadvantageous to their students. Teachers at the compari-

son school also expressed resentment over the extra work when they and

their students received no benefits.

Summary

The strengths of the Michigan project were the comparability

between the treatment and comparison schools, the experienced staffs,

the generally flexible working relationship between the reading

specialists and the classroom teachers, and the 1977-78 summer program.

Obvious limitations on the experimental design were the project's lack

of consensus objectives, the problems in following prescribed testing

procedures, and the project's inability to serve the entire target group

of readers in grades 3 through 6. The diversion of project resources to

the participating private school may have compromised project effective-

ness.

There was no evidence that the original objectives set for the

project had been met. The project director indicated that students in

the project school had improved on the district's standardized tests,

though he made no claim that they had gained 1 month's growth for each

month in the project.



OHIO

Background

Both the experimental and comparison schools at the Ohio site

lie less than 1 mile apart in a downtown fringe area of a large

industrial city. Two major problems confronted the public schools of

this city during the Special Emphasis Project. First, the Ohio ban on

deficit spending caused severe budgetary constraints. Second, a court

order to desegregate schools forced major staff and student shifts

among schools.

The staff at the Ohio site had initially embraced the opportunity

Special Emphasis afforded to pilot a new approach to their reading

curriculum. The project received strong central office support and per-

severed despite overwhelming local problems. Although the project'con-

tinued to operate during the 1978-79 school year, GRC, with the concur-

rence of USOE, decided to drop the site from the evaluation because of

insurmountable problems, namely, the closing of the comparison school

and a lengthy teacher strike. Therefore, the description of this

Special Emphasis Program and discussion of its impact covers the period

of operation from spring 1977 to fall 1978.

Project Schools

The treatment and comparison schools at this site were fairly

well matched in terms of size and the socioeconomic and demographic

characteristics of students. There were 301 students in the treatment

school and 233 students in the comparison school (grades 1 through 6).

The population of the area in which the schools are located is urban,

predominantly white, and transient. Children transferred frequently

between the two schools. Between 66% and 72% of the two schools'

families received public assistance funds. Interestingly, neither

school received Title 1 tunds. Table 4.13 summarizes student enrollment

data.
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TABLE 4.13

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERIST ICS
Site: OHIO

_ School: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Students 301 N/A 233 N/A

By Sex:

Mlle
49% - 48% -

Female 51% - 52% -

By Racial/Ethnic Categories:

Black V% _ - -
White 89% - 88% -
Hispanic 8% - 7% -
Other or uncategorizsd 2% - 5% -

Students Receiving Tree or
Reduced-Price Lunch 66% - 72% -

Students for When English
is a Second Language 9% - 10% -

Students Absent More
iLan 25% 5% - 11% -

Rounding estimates are responsible for column totals below or above 100%.

New principals were assigned to the treatment and comparison

schools in the fall of 1977; both had a positive orientation toward

Special Emphasis. The comparison school staff had fewer classroom

teachers due to its lower enrollment. However, average class size was

nearly identical (30 at the treatment, 29 at the comparison). A higher

proportion of comparison school teachers had master's degrees. Likewise,

the level of experience was higher for the comparison school teachers.

Table 4.14 provides a comparison of staff characteristics at each school.
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TABLE 4.14

STAFF CHARACTERISTICS
Sits: OHIO

School: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Teachers
10 - 8

Teachers with Graduate Degrees 11% - 29% -

Average Teacher Experience 14 yrs. - 20 yrs.

. .

-

Average number of Students/Class 30 - 29 -

Facilities and services in the two schools were disparate. The

project school occupied a modern building with ample library space,

a new gymnasium, a cafeteria, and playground. Supplementary services

were provided by a school nurse, a speech and hearing specialist,

and a school district psychologist. Additional tutoring in reading

was available from a learning disabilities specialist, and the school

librarian provided supplementary enrichment activities. In contrast,

the comparison school was in an old but well maintained building.

There was no learning disabilities specialist, psychologist, or school

nurse. The librarian's role was limited to providing reading materials

and guidance to classroom teachers.

The treatment and comparison schools were adequately supplied

with books, instructional materials, and audiovisual equipment. However,

it appears that the quantity and quality of these resources were greater

at the treatment school.
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Except for Special Emphasis, the reading programs at the treatment

and comparison schools were similar. The regular classroom reading

program in both schools was based upon the school's basal reading series

(Houghton Mifflin for grades 1 through 3, and Harcourt Brace for grades

4 through 6). A district-wide management system was employed in each

school to monitor student progress. The system was locally developed

and spanned grades 1 through 6.

A survey of teaching styles in the respective schools, based on

the Classification of Teaching Practices instrument (Table 4.15),

revealed a close similarity between the two. If any differences existed,

the comparison school teachers as a group were slightly more diagnostic-

prescriptive and slightly more flexible than the Special Emphasis school

teachers. According to responses on the teacher questionnaire, no

comparison school teachers utilized large group instruction as a major

strategy, whereas 40% of the teachers in the Special Emphasis did.

TABLE 4.15

CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES
Site: OHIO

Teaching
Orientation

1977-78 1978-79
Special

Emphasis Comparison
Special
EsPhasis Comparison

N 2* N X* N 2* N Z*
Diagnostic Approach

Diagnostic-
Prescriptive 6 60 5 71 DATA NOT

t AVAILABLE!..:iectic 4 40 2 29

Whole Class 0 0 0 0

Management le

Structured 8 80 5 71 DATA NOT

Eclectic 2 20 2 29 AVAILABLE

Flesible 0 0 0 0

Based on the number of classroom teachers responding.

tTho designation "Eclectic" indicates a teaching orientation which
combines elements from both approaches or styles.
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The staff of the comparison school in Ohio expressed dissatisfac-

tion with its involvement in the Special Emphasis Project. Staff members

complained that little effort was made to explain the project and their

role in it or to provide sufficient advance notice of testing dates.

The Special Emphasis Program

The objectives for the Ohio Special Emphasis Project were:

Reading specialists/teachers will provide reading instruc-

tion for all children in grades 1 through 2 and for children

with reading problems in grades 3 through 6.

Pre- and inservice training will be provided throughout

the project period for professionals and other assigned

adults in project schools.

Project staff will implement a 4-week summer program for

children enrolled in project schools.

Data in Table 4.16 indicate that this project was not serving all first
and second grade students as required by Special Emphasis guidelines.

TABLE 4.16

TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL

Site: OHIO

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Protest Year 1977-78 Protect Year 1978-79

Total % Served By
Enrollment Special Emphasis

Total Z Served By
Enrollment Special Emphasis

59 47

53 58

44 73

50 50

46 39

4S 67

DATA NOT

AVAILABLE

Based on Experimental School Principal Questionnaire.
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At the outset, it should be noted that events and conditions at

this site crippled the Special Emphasis Project. District-wide budgetary

problems, staff reassignments, and ambiguities in status had demoralized

the entire staffs at bcth schools. Reassignment of substantial numbers

of students at the project school and the closing of the comparison school

precluded evaluation efforts after fall 1978. Within the program, the

greatest handicaps were lack of staff continuity (both reading teachers

received termination notices in spring 1978 and two teachers having

seniority replaced them) and erratic instructional periods due to

teacher strikes. When schools finally reopened in fall 1978, Special

Emphasis instruction continued. However, the student and staff popula-

tions at the project school were considerably altered, and the evalua-

tion was discontinued.

A nonpublic school waz a nominal participant in Special Emphasis

at this site. One reading specialist and an aide provided services to

this school. No data were collected from the specialist, and the SDRT

was never administered to these Special Emphasis students.

The overall instructional design of the Ohio project focused on

a language experience approach to reading. Special Emphasis attempted

to address the student's minimal language facility and, in so doing,

complement the existing classroom developmental program in reading.

The program stressed four principles:

Expanding complexity, flexibility, and precision of

language and thought

Modeling new language patterns

Eliciting children's use of new language

Providing specific praise for use of precise language

project Staff

A full-time project director with no other regularly assigned

responsibilities served this project. The director's primary function

was to set guidelines for the conduct of the program. In addition,
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she 1 and ordered necessary materials and supplies. A full-time

project 6ecre Ass: ted the director with administrative and record
keeping tasks.

Two reading teachers provided reading instruction at the treatment
school. Neither had a graduate degree nor experience as a reading teacher

prior to Special Emphasis. Their responsibilities included: screening,

testing, diagnosing reading problems,and assigning children to groups

on the basis of their reading skills. One of these teachers assisted

in the planning and delivery of the inservice training program. While

reading teachers reported that they met weekly with classroom teachers

to elan instructional activities, this was not corroborated by classroom

teachers. According to the latter, they typically conferred with the

reading teachers once or twice a month.

Three aides participated in the program. They were involved in

record keeping, materials development, and remedial reinforcement

activities. They were hired by the project director and trained by
the reading teachers.

The Special Emphasis Treatment

Each reading teacher was located in a classroom imaginatively

organized into various learning centers and an area suitable for group

instruction. Upon arrival, students participated in a 20-minute group

instruction period. They were then assigned to particular learning

stations for independent or small group reinforcement activities.

First and second graders came to the reading teachers' classrooms

for instruction each morning and spent about 40 minutes with the reading

teacher daily. In the afternoon, third through sixth graders in groups

numbering 10-12 reported to the reading teachers' classroom. These

students were selected from their regular classrooms on the basis of

their skill deficiencies. Each student participating in Special

Emphasis returned to his or her classroom with a daily follow-up activity.

This was a unique effort to inform classroom teachers and integrate
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them into the Special Emphasis Program. In general, the classroom

teacher was the students' primary reading instructor, with Ora reading

teacher acting in a reinforcement and supplemental role.

Use of Materials

Instructional aids utilized in the Ohio program included the

overhead projector, a tachistoscope, tape recorders, and controlled

reader. Listening stations, record players, and a movie projector

were also used. Games, kits, trade books, and teacher developed learn-

ing aids were integrated into the instructional nrogram. Students

appeared to find Special Emphasis classes appealing.

Inservice Training Program

Teachers at the project schools (public and private) were offered

inservice training opportunities. According to questionnaire responses,

they spent up to 4 hours per month in training. Inservice activities

were planned and presented by the project director and one of the

Special Emphasis reading teachers. The sessions were characterized

as having marginal value by about half of the staff who attended and

respcnded.

Summer Program

The 1978 Special Emphasis summer program in Ohio ran for 4 weeks,

offering diversified reading activities over a 3-hour period. Basic

objectives were:

To reinforce and continue instruction in the skill areas

covered during the regular school year.

To offer enrichment for those students not participating

in Special Emphasis during the regular school year.

Approximately 70 students were served including those in the public

treatment school and the participating private school.
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Two reading specialists and four aides were employed by this
program. The students were divided into two groups, one composed of
first and second graders, the other of third through sixth graders.
Each reading specialist handled both groups at different 1 1/2 hour
periods in the day. Reading specialists spent 15 minutes of each day
giving reading instructions to the four aides, who also received

additional training in weekly staff meetings.

The design for the summer program was determined and structured by
the staff. While commercially prepared kits were used to some extent in

the teaching of reading, teachers relied more heavily on materials which

they developed themselves. Predeveloped materials used by teachers

consisted of individualized reading kits and creative writing kits.

Prior to the end of the regular school year, children were tested
for skill mastery and informal classroom teacher assessments were solicited.
The summer program then followed up on needs of individual students identi-
fied by these assessments. Informal diagnostic probes were made at the
end of the summer to chart student progress.

The project director's role was primarily one of coordination and
administration. The direct .r also served as a substitute teacher when
necessary.

Noteworthy features of the summer program were the focus on creative
expression aa well as the emphasis on skill application. Summer program
statistics for 1978 are presented on Table 4.17.

Compliance with Special Emphasis Guidelines

Data from the Ohio site were reviewed to assess adherence to the

implementation guidelines during the 1977-78 project year--the last

year Ohio as included in the evaluation.
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TABLE 4.17

SUER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Site: OHIO

Program Duration

Weeks
Hours per day

Instructional hours in reading
and reading-related activities
(hours per day)

Summar 1978

4.0

3.0

Total School Enrollment 301

Summar School Enrollment 70

Percent of Total Enrollment 23

Teacher /Adult- Student Ratio

Staff

1:12

Reading Specialists 2

Teachers 0

Aides 4

Librarians 0

Gym/Art Teacher 0

Volunteers 0

Summer 1979

DATA NOT

AVAILABLE

This percentage is slightly inflated by the participation of some students
from the private school Spacial Emphasis Program.
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This protect had two reading teachers working in the treatment

school during the 1977-78 project year. All first and second graders

were purported to be served, however, data previously presented do not

support this claim. It is not known whether respondent error accounts

for the less than 1006 participation at the first and second grade

levels. The minimum instructional period of 40 minutes was met. A
creative summer learning program was cperating during the 1977-78

project year. Inservice training consisted of informal sessions pro-

vided by the project director and one of the reading teachers. Program

planning and/or participation in the Ohio project did not extend

beyond the school district and school staff levels. Broad-based par-

ticipation was to be a major thrust during 1978-79, but Ohio was not

included in this study that project year. A skill mastery record

keeping system adopted by the school district was used in Special

Emphasis. Diagnostic reading test results were available for teacher

use at this site as were achievement tests and by classroom teachers,

were available to interested parents and guardians. The Ohio project

attempted to stimulate parent interest in the development of student

reading skills through a program focused on parental games and activi-

ties which contributed to the enhancement of reading skills. Lack

of interest and participation persuaded project staff to discontinue

this program following the initial session. Except for a marked

difference in physical facilities and slight disparity in the available

instructional materials, as previously noted, the schools at this site

were comparable.

The Ohio site was supportive of the evaluation effort. Due to

circumstances beyond the control of project personnel, all testing

procedures could not be honored. Table 4.18 reports response rates

for the various data collection instruments.

The Ohio project appears to have adhered to all USOE guidelines

except fOr some question with regard to participation by students

in grades 1 and 2.
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rolect Director

Principal

Teacher

Reading Specialist

Claawification of
Teaching Practice*:

Teacher,.

Rending Specialists

Librarian

Student - Crsds 3

Student - Crades 4-6

Parent

Student information
Checklist

N/A Not Applicable

TABLE 4.18

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Site: OHIO

1977-78 1978-79

Special EIVIIIIN I X Comps:Hem Special Faphapia Compwriann

liamber of
Respondents

2 of
losulation

amber of
Respondents

2 of
Population

Nonher of
Respondents

2 of
Population

Number of
Respondents

Z of
Population

1 100 N/A

1 100 1 100

10 100 7 88

2 100 N/A

10

0

100

0

7

N/A
88

1 100 1 100

42 93 44 92

129 89 93 98

124 - 149

295 98 233 100

Special Features

There was no evidence of parent involvement at this site through

spring 1978. Some parents were aware of the program from references

at PTA meetings.

The potential at this site for significant Special Emphasis

impact on reading skills appeared to be high. A full-time project

director, creative reading teachers, abundant materials and equipment,

and a skill mastery management system were exemplary features. However,

the acceptance and integration of Special Emphasis within the schools

appeared to be handicapped by the lack of classroom teacher input and

p articip at ion.
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Special Circumstances

An interesting feature, unique to this site, was the concern for

the confidentiality of questionnaires. Several classroom teachers

hand delivered their completed forms to the evaluators, as did the

reading teachers. This concern is apparently related to the critical

nature of their comments regarding the program.

The general atmosphere at the Ohio site was one of uncertainty.

Desegregation and budgetary issues had everyone speculating about

future assignments and status. Disgruntled teachers at the comparison

school filed a union grievance over their role as administrators of

the SDRT. Unable to await resolution, the project director and a

school district reading supervisor administered the SDRT in this school.

Summary

The strengths of the Ohio project were the central office leader-

ship and support, the creativity of the two reading teachers, and the

unifying focus of the language experience approach to reading instruc-

tion.

The problems were many. In addition to the external influences
of budget cuts, teacher reduction layoffs, and desegregation orders

which affected staff morale, problems internal to the project site

also impinged upon the project. The resentment and lack of cooperation
on the part of comparison school teachers increased the possibility

of experimental contamination. Although the Special Emphasis class-

room teachers appreciated the presence of the reading teachers, they

felt excluded from the planning process and thus not a part of the

program.

Of the goals initially set by the Ohio project, the first, to

serve all, was not met; the second, inservice training, was met; and

the 4-week summer program was also met. These goals, however, were

simply stv-ements of Special Emphasis regulations.
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TENNESSEE

Background

The Tennessee project schools are located in the rural outskirts

of a metropolitan area. Many of the families in the area have had

little contact with the urban environment and are culturally distant

from the newer families moving into the area as a result of urban sprawl.

The school district, which served the greater suburban area, was experi-

encing rapid growth. An ambitious building program and staff recruitment

effort were attempting to keep pace. Alarmed by the increasingly poor

performance of its students on standardized reading tests and disappointed

in the results of Title I, the district applied for a Special Emphasis

grant. Working on the hunch that the key to improving student performance

was teacher performance, the project director placed strong, emphasis

on staff development and on the formative role of the reading specialists

in the regular classroom. The project was characterized by a thorough

application of project guidelines and strong project administration.

Project Schools

The Special Emphasis school is located in a well-maintained older

building. Its traditional structure housed a traditionally structured

education program. Each self-contained classroom averaged 29 students

during the 1978-79 school year.

In contrast, the comparison school is housed in a new building

featuring an open space environment. However, teachers separated their

individual class units by using barriers such as book cases and portable

blackboards. Classes averaged 23 in this school during 1978-79, consider-

ably fewer than the experimental school.

Both schools served kindergarten through eighth grade students;

however, all enrollment and staff data gathered for the purposes of

this study were for grades 1 through 6. Students in the two schools

came from the same geographical area and eventually attend the same

high school. The experimental school enrollment was larger than the
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comparison school's; there was also a higher percentage of black students

in this population than at the comparison school. Both schools qualified

for, and received, Title I services. Table 4.19 summarizes student

enrollment data for school years 1977-78 and 1978-79. No significant

changes were noted fTom one year to the next.

TABLE 4.19

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Site:TENNESSEE

School: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Students 335 314 213 207

By Sem:

Male

Female

51%

492

50%

50%

55%

45%

55%

45%

By Racial/Ethnic Categories:

Black

White

Hispanic

Other or uncategorized

742

262

-

*

712

292

-

*

52%

482

-

-

53%

47%

-

*

Students Receiving Free or
Reduced-Price Lunch 812 792 73% 62%

Students for Whom English
is a Second Language - * - *

Students Absent More
Than 25% 52 2% 2% 4%

*
Less than .5%

Rounding estimates are responsible for column totals below or above 1002.



The staff of the experimental school was slightly larger than

the comparison school's staff. Experimental teachers had twice as

much teaching experience as comparison school teachers, who were appar-

ently younger and more recently trained. The percentage of teachers

holding graduate degrees, however, was almost identical. Table 4.20

summarizes staff characteristics for school years 1977-78 and 1978-

79. These data show little change over this time period.

TABLE 4.20

STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Site:TENNESSEE

School: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Teachers
12 11 9 9

Teachers with Graduate Degrees 21% 36% 20% 33%

Average Teacher Experience 16 yrs. 15 yrs. 7 yrs. 7 yrs.

Average Number of Students/Class 28 29 24 23

Excluding Special Emphasis staff, the experimental school had

a total of three reading specialists--one Title I and two funded by

the Emergency School Assistance Act (ESAA). The comparison school

had two reading specialists--one Title I and one ESAA. Both schools

had the services of a librarian, nurse, speech teacher, physical educa-

tion teacher, psychologist, and social worker. In addition, the com-

parison school had a music teacher on its staff.
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Both schools had classroom aides assisting with reading instruc-

tion. There were five aides in the experimental school; each reading

specialist had an aide and grades K through 3 shared two aides. The

two reading specialists at the comparison school each had an aide.

These two aides also worked directly with classroom teachers as time

and needs dictated.

A comparison of the reading programs at these two schools reveals

notable differences. During the 1977-78 school year, the treatment

school used DISTAR as its primary instructional strategy. This program

monitors student progress through skill levels; regrouping based'upon

outcome measures takes place frequently. A basal text was used as

a supplementary resource. In 1978-79, DISTAR and the basal were installed

as co-equals. On the other hand, the primary instructional strategy

at the comparison school was the basal text series through 1977-78.

In 1978-79, DISTAR was introduced in the comparison school and used

in conjunction with the basal.

Neither school had a wealth of materials or equipment for use

in reading instruction. Teachers generally had the district-adopted

text, DISTAR materials, and some audiovisual equipment at their disposal.

They improvised or created other teaching materials for use with their

students.

With respect to the instructional orientation of the teachers

(Table 4.21), teachers in both schools claimed to take a diagnostic-

prescriptive rather than whole-class approach. By the end of the project,

both schools had a balance with respect to structured and moderately

structured teaching styles. A review of teacher questionnaires completed

in 1978 and 1979 reveals that a higher percentage of comparison school

teachers in 1978 used individualized instruction as a primary grouping

strategy than Special Emphasis teachers (45% vs. 14% in the treatment

school). However, this difference evened out in 1979.
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TABLE 4.21

CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES

Site : TENNESSEE

Teaching
Orientation

1977-78 1978-79
Special

Emphasis CoWarison
Special

Emphasis Comparison
N %*Dia:.-stic Aroach

N %* N %* N %*

10 91

0

1 9

8 89

1 11

0 0

9 82

2 18

0 0

8 89

11

0 0

Diagnostic-
Prescriptive

Eclectic
t

Whole Class

Management Style

9 82

2 18

0 0

5 44

3 44

1 11

6 55

5 45

0 0

5 56

4 44

0 0

Structured

Eclectic
t

Flexible

*
Rased on the number of classroom teachers responding.

t
The designation 'Eclectic" indicates a teaching which combines elements from
both approaches or styles.

The Special Emphasis Program

The overall objectives of the Tennessee project were:

To operate an intensive reading project that will facilitate

pupil growth and lend itself to evaluation.

To operate a project which demonstrates a balanced, flexible

approach to teaching reading in the diagnostic-prescriptiye

mode.

To provide inservice training to instructional staff and

aides.
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To encourage parent/community involvement by providirg

structured activities, information, and opportunities for

participation.

An additional objective was specified for the final project year:

to operate a project which will provide residual benefits once funding

ends.

The Tennessee project operated smoothly throughout its duration.

The treatment and comparison schools reported no major problems as

a result of their participation in the study. However, the treatment

school found it difficult to schedule classroom and reading lab time

around the many other special programs operating in the school. Both

schools cooperated fully with the evaluation effort, diligently subscri-

bing to the testing protocol and coding requirements.

Involved in planning the overall reading program at the Tennessee

treatment school were the project director, the principal, reading

specialists, and several teachers. On the individual class level,

reading instruction and student grouping were determined by the classroom

teacher and the respective reading specialist.

Project Staff

Three reading specialists were assigned to the Special Emphaiis

Project. Two were with the project throughout its duration; one turnover

occurred midway through the final year. All specialists had master's

degrees and a minimum of 8 years of teaching experience. One specialist

served grades 1 and 2. The remaining two, served grades 3 through

6.

Three aides served the project, one assigned to each specialist.

Aides were supervised by the reading specialists and the principal.

Formal training was provided through the Special Emphasis inservice

program and individually by each specialist. Aides' duties included
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preparation of instructional materials and small group remedial and

follow-up instruction. In addition, a clerical aide provided record

keeping and support services for the project.

The Special Emphasis Treatment

At the onset of the Tennessee project, reading specialists provided

intensive reading instruction independently of the classroom teachers.

Midway through the first year, the program was restructured to have

project personnel teach cooperatively with the classroom teachers.

This caused some confusion and delay in project services. However,

once the change was completed, the project operated smoothly.

Reading specialists and aides worked in pairs. Throughout the

morning, they moved from classroom to classroom to work with each class

during its regularly scheduled reading period. During the afternoon,

groups of students reported to the specialists' classrooms where they

received corrective instruction in specific skills. As implemented
at this site, Special Emphasis was, in fact, serving most of the student

body. Table 4.22 summarizes project participation figures for project

years 1977-78 and 1978-79.

TABLE 4.22

TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL

Site: TENNESSEE

Project Year 1977-78 Project Year 1978-79
Total

Enrollment
Z Served By

Special Emphasis
Total

Enrollment
Z Served By.

Special Emphasis

Grade 1 54 100 48 100

Grade 2 53 100 46 100

Grade 3 58 83 55 62

Grade 4 45 100 64 59

Grade 5 59 100 45 51

Grade 6 66 80 55 16

*Based on Experimental School Principal Questionnaire.
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In grades 1, 2, and 3, a total of 90 minutes was devoted to reading

instruction daily. Of this time, half was in the classroom with the

teacher, reading specialists, and aide present. The remainder was

provided by the specialist and aide in the reading lab. Grades 4,

5, and 6 received 105 minutes of language arts instruction each day

during which the classroom teacher, specialist, and aide jointly provided

a 45-Minute period of reading instruction. Students requiring remedial

work went to the lab for an additional 45 minutes of instruction each

afternoon. The remain.7.ng language arts time was devoted to spelling,

grammar, etc.

As prescribed in the Special Emphasis guidelines, mastery of

reading skills was tracked for each student. Two record keeping systems

were employed. Overall progress was assessed by Individual Criterion

Reference Tests (ICRT), compiled by Educational Development Corporation.

A multipage printout reflecting skill mastery and deficiency was avail-

able for each student. These skills were correlated to the school

reading program materials (DISTAR, Houghton Mifflin) to assist teachers

in keying their instruction to meet student needs. Houghton Mifflin

criterion referenced tests were regularly administered and student

skill mastery charted. This information was used to establish progress

and determine instructional needs.

Staff schedules provided daily planning periods for all teachers

and specialists. While these periods were not exclusively used for

planning reading instruction, reading specialists met at least weekly

with teachers to discuss progress and/or jointly develop instructional

plans. For grades 1 through 4, assessment and information exchange

occurred daily on an informal basis. Coordination between specialists

and classroom teachers, as reported by both, was high.

Use of Materials

The major change introduced to the treatment school's reading

program during the Special Emphasis Project was the use of DISTAR,

a reading instruction management system. Students in grades 1 through
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6 were exposed both to DISTAR's programmed materials and the basal

reading aeries (Houghton Mifflin). In some classrooms, the teacher

used the basal instructional program while the reading specialist or

aide used DISTAR; in others it was reversed. There was agreement among

teachers across all grades that the materials available for reading

instruction were adequate to serve student needs. In cases where there

were not enough items to permit each teacher to have his/her own, they

were willingly shared. However, teachers did express a preference

for individual student workbooks rather than the master ditto sheets

in use.

Inservice Training Program

In 1976-77, all teachers involved in the Special Emphasis Project

participated in inservice training. The foci for staff development

during this project year were: mastery of reading program objectives,

implementation of a diagnostic-prescriptive approach to teaching reading,

interpretation of assessment and evaluation data, and the preparation

of support materials. The project director, reading specialists, and

principal collaborated on preparing and condLcting this program. In

addition, a weekly course, taught by an outside consultant, was provided.
The inservice programs in 1977-78 and 1978-79 were an extension of

the one, held the first year, and all teachers participated. Teachers

reported that the inservice program was "somewhat helpful" in enhancing

their classroom reading instruction. The teacher inservice component

to Special Emphasis was one of the major factors motivating this project

site to apply for. Special Emphasis funds.

Summer Program

The 4-week summer program conducted by the Tennessee site in

1978 was divided into a 4-day "work" week of intensive learning from

8:45 AM to 12:00 PM and a 30-minute reading period in the afternoon.

Fridays were activity days usually reserved for field trips. Events

on activity days were incorporated into the language experience part

of classroom instruction. The program served 225 students.
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Program objectiv's were:

To retain and expand previously learned language and reading

skills.

To promote skills development in areas of student deficiency.

To broaden student interest by providing enrichment activi-

ties and experiences.

To provide teachers with an opportunity to experiment with

innovative teaching methods/approaches.

Staff was comprised of three reading specialists, who coordinated

and provided srpport to classroom teachers; 13 teachers, who instructed

groups of 8 to S4 children; and three aides associated with the regular

school year program. Each day, one to three volunteers provided assist-

ance to the arts and crafts classes. In addition, several teenage

girls, not eligible to participate in the summer program, volunteered

their time as general aides.

Along with commercially prepared basic reading kits, teachers

used locally developed instructional materials selected from workshops

held during the school year. Much of the material chosen for the 1978

summer program focused on the development and/or strengthening of compre-

hension and decoding skills.

Program plans were developed before and during 3 days of inservice

sessions with teachers. The summer program was an extension of the

regular school program. Progress in reading was to be determined by

comparing a student's spring Metropolitan Reading Test scores with

those obtained in the fall.

Supervision of the program was provided by the experimental school

principal and the project director. The principal was responsible

for administration, management of the buildings, supplies, and class

and bus scheduling. The project director served as trouble shooter

and spent much time with project staff during the planning phase, and

attended to central office administrative issues.
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Outstanding features of this program were its highly organized

structure, the active parent participation, the program's outreach

efforts to involve the nonactive parents, and the rewar of a paperback

book each week for participating students.

The Tennessee: summer program in 1979 was similar to the previous

year, except for a slight drop in enrollment. Three additional classroom

teachers were added and three fewer aides were hired.

A summary of summer program statistics for 1978 and 1979 is found
in Table 4.23.

Compliance with_Special Emphasis Guidelines

The Tennessee project was in compliance with all but one of the

established guidelines--the selection of matched treatment and comparison

schools. As noted, the schools differed markedly with respect to demo-

graphics, faculty, class size and facilities. 1 In all other aspects,

this site was in compliance with the guidelines.

The project was staffed by three reading specialists who serve.:

the entire student body, grades 1 through 6. Students having reading

problems received additional attention. Instructional time exceeded

Cle minimum estaLlished in the guidelines and that received by students

in the comparison school. Test data, diagnostic and achievement, were

available to teachers and parents/guardians as prescribed in the project

guidelines.

Recent studies on the influence of open space classrooms on student
outcomes have been inconclusive. However, the studies do indicate
that teachers in these environments tend to differ from teachers in
conventional classrooms through sel.!-selection in that they exhibit
more interaction with other teachers; have greater feelings of auton-
omy, satisfaction, and ambition; spend less time in -outine activi-
ties; and place greater importance on evaluation by their colleagues.
Data regarding differences in use of student-centered instruction
and variable size groups are not clear. See Carol S. Weinstein,
"The Physical Environment of the School: A Review of the Research."
Review of Educational Research, Fall 1979, 49: 4, 577-610.
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TABLE 4.23

SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Site: TENNESSEE

Summer 1978 Sugar 1979
Progrms Duration

Weeks 4.0 4.0Sours per day 4.0 4.0

Instructional hours in reading 3.5 3.5
and reading-related activities
(hours per day)

Total School Enrollment 335 314

Susaar School Enrollment 225 190

Percent of Total Enrollment 67 61

Teschar/Adult-Student Ratio 1:13 1:9

Utaf:"

Beading SpaciaLi.sta 3 3

Teachers 13 15

Aides 3 3

Librarians,. 0 1

Gym/art Teacher 0 0
--..Volunteers

a

3 (parents)
3 (parents)

3 (studems) 3 (students)

*Volunteers not included in computing Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio.



A summer program was conducted each project year which included

the operation of an inexpensive book distribution program, broad-b.--sed

community participation, and activities designed to stimulate interest
in reading.

A formal inservice training program was designed to meet teacher
needs and included participation by an outside consultant. Reading
program planning included the participation of parents, aides, and
students in addition to those traditionally responsible for this task.

The skill mastery record keeping systems in use (DISTAR, Houghton Mifflin)

were initiated by Special Emphasis.

Project personnel were fully responsive to all evaluation study
requirements. Table 4.24 reports response rates to the data collection

instruments for each respondent group.

TABLE 4.24

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES

(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Site, VMMMU

1977-78 197A-7e

Special &ghost. Comperivon Speen( Emphasis, Comparlaon

Number of
Sespondeate

2 of

fopulatton

100

Somber of
Respondents

N/A

S of

fopellmgatt
Number of
Respondents

1 .

2 of

Population,

100

Numb.r of

Respondents

N/A

2 of

Population

Protect Director

Principal 100 1 100 1 100 1

9

100

Teacher 12 100 9 100 II 100 100

NeedInClegallat 6 100 2 100 6 100 0 0

01esnifiestIon of
Teaching Practices,

Teachers

Reoding_Speclalista

11

1

92

17

9

1

100

50

11

6

100

100

9

0

100

o

Librarian 1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100

Student - Credit 1 58 100 2 98 cs 100 32 100

Student - Credos 4-6 167 95 91 96 151 92 95 57

Parent 279 - 165 - 297 - 196

Student Information
Checklist 127 98 209 98 106 97 207 100

N/A Not Applle.616
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Special Features

Special Emphasis reading specialists served as resource persons

and role models throughout the projact. In addition to jointly planning

the reading program and actively participating in the regular classroom

instruction with the teachers, they provided remedial services, and

inservice training.

The school librarian reported performing a wider variety of tasks

with the beginning of Special Emphasis, regular contact with classroom

teachers, and more involvement in the school's instructional effort.

The Tennessee project attracted more parent support than any

other Special Emphasis site; in fact, more than the treatment school

had known before. Parents were regularly informed and updated about

the reading program and activities through a school newsletter. The

project director, principal, and reading specialists used PTA meetings
to inform and report to parents on the program. In addition, the school

open house and parent conferences provided opportunities to focus on

the project and student progress. The summer vacation reading program
was a vehicle for parent participation.

Special Circumstances

No special circumstances existed at the Tennessee site.

Summary

The strengths of the Tennessee project were the strong organiza-

tional management provided by the principal, the close planning and

coordination between reading specialists and the experimental school

staff, and provisions for staff development. Its weaknesses were

differences between the treatment and comparison school including

instructional setting, class size, instructional materials, and student

demographics.

By the end of the project, it was the consensus of project per-

sonnel and experimental school classroom teachers that the original

objectives set for the project had been achieved. According to these

staff, the most notable evidence was improvement in reading achievement
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on the locally administered Metropolitan Achievement Tests.' Teachers

also reported that, by the end of the project, they were aware

of and were using a greater variety of teaching methods and materials

to meet student needs.

1
C.M. Achilles, J. Ray, H. O'Leary, and H. Cr.mip, Analysis of the
Tennessee Special Emphasis Project, paper presented to the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association. San Francisco,
California, April, 1979.



TEXAS

Background

The Texas project site is located on the outskirts of a large

urban area. Once rural, this community has experienced rapid growth

in the last 15 years. The student population is almost 7 times larger

than it was 15 years ago. Although there is little industry to provide

tax support to the district, growth has been stimulated by the presence

of a large university, a medical center, and three military bases.

Project Schools

The physical facilities of the treatment and comparison schools

are similar. Both school buildings are large, modern structures with

self-contained classrooms housing kindergcrten through fifth grades.

The general upkeep of the buildings and grounds at both schools was

good. Students, grades K through 5, were served at each building.

A substantial number of students, between 39% and 50Z, at the

two schools was Hispanic. This was the only Special Emphasis site

requiring bilingual materials and resources. Of the remaining student

population, the majority was white. Table 4.25 shows student enrollment

characteristics for school years 1977-78 and 1978-79.

The comparison school had more students and, consequently, more

classroom teachers than the treatment school. The level of experience

represented by the two faculties was almost identical. However, a

greater percentage of teachers at the treatment school had graduate degrees

than at the comparison school. The student-teacher ratio at both schools

was almost identical. Table 4.26 summarizes staff characteristics.

A full complement of specialists was assigned to both schools.

This included learning disabilities and reading specialists; speech,

music, and physical education teachers; counselors; and a part-time

nurse. Aides at each school, three at the treatment and two at the com-

parison, provided general assistance to kindergarten and special education,

teachers.
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TABLE 4.25

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Site: TEXAS

. School: Special Emphasis Comrarison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Students 541 538 638 611

By Sex:

Male 542 52% 50% 492

Female 462 48% 50% 512

By Racial/Ethnic Categories:

neck 5% 5% 9% 8%
White 45% 42% 52% 442
Hispanic 48% 50% 392 .462

Other or uncategorited 2% 4% < 12 22

- ----

Students Receiving Free or
Reduced-Price Lunch 44% 60% 392 412

Students for Whom English
is a Second Language 16% 18% 12% 17%

Students Absent More
Than 25% 2% 2% 4% 4%

Rounding estimates are responsible for column totals below or above 100X.

TABLg,4.26

STAFF CHARACTERISTICS
Site TEXAS

School: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1377-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Teachers 21 21 25 23

Teachers with Graduate Degrees 19% 252 12% 92

Average Teacher Experience 7 yrs. 6 yrs. 7 yrs. 8 yrs.

Average Number of Students/Class 26 26 26 27
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Both schools received Title I services. An oral language program

operated at the schools and was funded through Title I. This was a pull-
out

1
program serving those students experiencing oral communication

problems. The school elEtAct had assigned a reading specialist to

each school. At the prot school, this specialist worked in conjunc-
tion with the Special ;iasis project staff. At the comparison school,

this specialist was responsible for screening and testing students;

providing remedial, small group instruction; and acting as a consultant

to teachers, grades 1 through 5.

Each school used the Houghton Mifflin basal reading series. To

augment this material, teachers used commercially available kits, games,

trade books, programmed materials, workbooks, and audio materials. Both
schools had well supplied resource rooms. When asked if the materials

available for teaching reading were adequate to meet their students'

needs, teachers at both schools overwhelmingly (70%) answered "yes."

The results of the Classification of Teaching Practices question-'
naire (Table 4.27) showed consistent differences in the instructional

styles of the faculty in the Special Emphasis and comparison schools.

Project school teachers were more diagnostic-prescriptive in their

approach. A review of the data on the teachers' questionnaires showed

that project school teachers made greater use of small group instruction

than their comparison counterparts.

At the the Special Emphasis school, the regular reading program

was conducted within each teacher's classroom. Daily instructional

time amounted to 80 minutes for grades 1 through 5. At the comparison

school, a modified Joplin Plan utilizing specialty area teachers in

math, science, and language arts was followed. As part of this plan,

1,
"Pull-out" refers to the practice of removing one or more students from
the regular classroom to receive special instruction or undertake
special activities.
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students were assigned to classes according to ability during their

reading period. Grades 1 and 2 spent 90 minutes in reading instruction

daily; grade 3, 75 minutes; and grades 4 and 5, 60 minutes.

TABLE 4.27

.CLASS1IICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES

Site: TEXAS

1977-78 1978-79 ITeaching Spacial Spacial
Orientation Comparison Emphasis Comparison

N %* N 2* N %* N 2*
Diagnostic Approach

Diagnostic-
Prescriptive 16 76 10 40 15 75 9 39

Eclectic
t

3 14 10 40 5 25 10 43

Whole Class 2 9 5 20 0 0 4 18

liatlaireseet S tTle
Structured 17 81 20 80 17 85 17 74

Eclectic t 4 19 4 16 3 15 6 26

flexible 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0

Based on the number of classroom teachers responding.

tThe designation "Eclectic" indicates a teaching orientation which
combines elements from both approaches or styles.

The Special Emphasis Program

The Special Emphasis Program at the Texas site set the following

goals at the outset of the project:

To provide intensive reading instruction to all first and

second grade students by a reading specialist, classroom

teacher, and aide.

To provide instructional help by a reading specialist to

all third through sixth grade students experiencing diffi-

culty in learning to read or reading below grade level.
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To increase teacher proficiency in diagnosing and prescribing

the reading needs of students.

To accomplish this latter goal, a rigorous inservice training program

was conducted. In addition, during the final year of the project, this

site focused on reinforcing those approaches and pract:Lces which reading

specialists had modeled in the regular classroom. Classroom teachers

assumed greater responsibility for student grouping and management of

the reading program and activities.

Project Staff

The Texas project was directed by a school district reading super-

visor who also had numerous other responsibilities. Despite the limited

amount of time she devoted to project activities, her administrative .

and programmatic leadership was evident. Day-to-day coordinationof

project activities was provided by the lead reading specialist. The

project team consisted of six reading specialists, five aides, and one
clerk. As of fall 1978, all reading specialists had graduate degrees.

The Special Emphasis Tzeatment

Reading specialists at this site played a major role in the regu-

lar classroom reading program. In conjunction with first and second

grade classroom teachers, they planned the basic instructional approach,

grouped students, and conducted daily instructional activities. They

selected and supplied materials and equipment to enhance each classroom

program. An aide and specialist worked alongside the classroom teachers

during the regular reading period. In addition, they returned to the

classroom in the afternoon to work with individuals or a small group

of students to reinforce learning. This arrangement necessitated a

high degree of cooperation and coordination between reading specialists

and primary grade teachers.

For, grades 3 through 5, reading specialists worked with small

groups of students in a lab-type classroom. Instruction was aimed at

correcting skill deficiencies. The regular classroom reading program

was conducted by the classroom teacher independently. Little evidence
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of coordination and/or planning between teachers and specialists was

found in these grades. However, specialists attempted to keep teachers

informed of the progress of those students they served.

In addition to materials preparation, teacher aides worked with

small groups of students in grades 1 and 2. Students in grades 3

through 5 who needed remedial help received individualized attention

from project aides.

Table 4.28 shows the percentage of students of the total enrollment

served by Special Emphasis at the Texas site.

TABLE 4.28
.*

TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL

Site TEXAS

Grade 1

Grads 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Proiect Idar 1977-78 .'ro act Year 1'78-79

Total
Enrollment

: Served By
Special Emphasis

Total
Enrollment

2 Served By
Special Emphasis

125

120

107

100

90

79

80

47

50

62

104

110

126

98

100

100

100

45

35

48

Based on Fxperimentel School Princioal Ouastionnaire

Use of Materials

In Texas, the basal reading series was the major resource for

specialists working in grades 1 and 2. Teacher-developed and commercial

skill activities along with trade books were the primary resources for

specialists serving the higher grades.
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Audiovisual equipment used most frequently to supplement basal and

special reading materials included tapes and listening stations. Other

equipment less routinely used included movies, overhead projector,

language master, and tachistoscope.

The Texas site used a district developed skill mastery checklist

to track student progress. Following testing at the onset of the school

year, worksheets for each student were filled out reflecting skill

attainment. These worksheets were updated as the student progressed.

Reading specialists maintained a duplicate worksheet for students

receiving Special Emphasis instruction in grades 3 through 5.

Inservice Training

Aides received special training in conjunction with the project.

Training at the Texas site focused on diagnostic-prescriptive activi-

ties, design of motivational activities, development of instructional

materials, and specific skill development in small group settings.

Each aide received training in various kinds of remedial reinforcement

activit4.es. Aides appeared to, be very effective in performing the tasks

for which they had been trained.

All teachers at the project school participated in the inservice

training program. The 2C hours of instruction were designed to

answer specific program needs and emphasized: implementation of a

diagnostic-prescriptive approcch to teaching, preparation of support

materials, evaluation of student progress, and interpersonal relations.

Sessions were conducted by an outside consultant from a nearby university,

the project director, and several Special Emphasis reading specialists.

Teachers felt this training was "somewhat helpful" in enabling them to

carry out their reading program activities.

The Texas project director conducted a training program for

interested parents on ways they could become involved in the school

reading program and help their children. As a result, seven parents
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volunteered to asJist at school. They helped design motivational

activities, developed materials, tutored students in other content areas,

and provided small group instruction in specific skill areas. Because

this school district was phasing out the employment of classroom aides,

it was hoped that the parent volunteer could provide some services

which would otherwise be discontinued.

Summer Pro ram

The Texas site, which conducted a 4-week summer session, had

a total enrollment of 106 :students in 1978. The program ran for 3 1/2
hours each day. This time was divided into 30-minute periods. Each
period, students participated in one of the following activities:

directed teaching of reading skills, language experience, listening

skills, independent reading, skills reinforcement, library or arts and
crafts period, and physical education. Special activities, such as

field trips and special entertainment programs were held on Fridays,-

The objectives of the program were:

To upgrade the reading level of children functioning

below grade level.

To promote a positive attitude toward reading.

Teaching staff consisted of six reading specialists and six aides

from the regular school year. All aides had at least 1 year of college.

Twenty student interns from the University of Texas provided volunteer

support for the program. Interns, who were Juniors or Seniors majoring

either in education or reading, provided 2 hours of effort each day.

The staff developed some materials but relied heavily on pre-

developed materials from Harcourt Brace, Houghton Mifflin, Scholastic,

and others. A number of audiovisual aids supplemented these instruc-
tional tools. A skills test, devised by the schoo] district, was
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administered to a child whenever a teacher felt that he/she had mastered

a skill. Attendance for the summer session was 20% of the school year

enrollment.

The 1979 summer program coz.i-Inued the same format and schedule as

in 1978. The staff added one objective to those listed: to provide

students with additional instruction in comprehension and vocabulary

building.

Student interns did not participate in the 1979 summer reading

program. Program statistics for 1978 and 1979 are contained in Table 4.29.

Compliance with Special Emphasis Guidelines

The Texas project was reviewed for compliance' with the legislation

and'the USOE regulations and was found to be in compliance with the

major provisions and within the limitations cited for the recommended

provisions.

Reading specialists who met USOE requirements were assigned to

the project school. All first and second graders in 1978-79 received

instruction by the specialists and those having problems in 'reading

received additional aid from the specialists as well. Students in

grades 3, 4, and 5 having reading problems received instruction by

project personnel. Student instruction in reading exceeded minimum

time requirements; however, at the comparison school, students in

grades 1 and 2 received a greater amount of instruction (10 minutes

daily). A summer program operated each project year as did a formal

inservice training program which utilized an outside consultant. Program

planning was largely a district administration task; little partfcipa-

tion on the part of teachers or others occurred. Parents were involved

in the program as tutors. Diagnostic and achievement testing took place

on a systematic basic with the results available for teacher use.

Interested parents/guardians were notified that they could request

information and interpretation of their child's record keeping system.

Activities to stimulate interest in reading which involved students,
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Site TEXAS

TABLE 4.29

SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Summer 1978 Steer 1979

Program Duration

Wesks 4.0 4.0
Hours per day 3.5 3.5

Instructional hours in reading
and reading related activities
(hours per day) 3.0 2.5

Total School Enrollment 541 538

Sumner School Enrollment 106 123

Percent of Total Enrollment 20 23

Teacher /Adult:- Student Ratio 1:3 1:10

Staff

Reading Specialists 6 6

Teachers 0 0

Aides 6

Librarians 0 0

Gym/Art Teacher 0 0

Volunteers 20 student interns 0
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parents, and broae ased participation of school personnel ad officials

were neither reported nor observed. Treatment and comparison schools

were fairly well matched, except for using disparate approaches to

reading instruction. Project staff extended their full cooperation

to the study team and to the evaluation effort. Incidental coding and

test administration errors occurred and were noted in Section 3.

Table 4.30 presents response rates for each of the respondent groups

in this site.

TABLE 4.30

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONS RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Sit.: 72XAll

1977-78 1978-29

Special 2mphaele Comparilem Spacial Empberie Comparison

Number of
Neepondante

Z of
Population

100

Number of
Reepondente

N/A

2 of

Population
VombeT of
ReaponJente

1

2 of

Population

100

Number of
RamiliomiOnts

N/A

2 of
NopulatiOn

ProloCt 01rtAtur 1

rapcipal I 100 1 100 1 100 1 100

Teacher 21 100 25 100 20 91 23 100

iterate& Seeciellet 7 100 1 50 7 100 2 100

Cleseitliatioe of
Teaching Kt-attires:

Teachers

Marlistit Specialiste

21

7

100

100

21

0

100

0

20

7

91

100

23

0

100

0

Librartre 1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100

Stmbittt_ - Grad, 1 95 91 124 9S 126 100 116 94

Student - Gelid** 4-6 184 97 228 92 191 99 215 92

Patuut 426 - 451 - 591 - 435 -

Student intonation
i1eaclailt 538 119 R04 95 110 100 611 100

N/A eAbt Applicable

,Special Features

The major thrust of the Special Emphasis project in Texas was

found in grades 1 and 2. Personnel and material resources were concen-

trated at these levels. Reading specialists and aides worked within

the structure of regular classroom units with the classroom teachers.
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felt that their teaching responsibility had been usurped. Sensitive

to the hostility toward them and the project, the reading specialists

attempted to establish cooperative working relationships with the

teachers they served. With the specialists confining their roles to

those that would complement the teacher.,' skills, classroom teachers

were reassured of their own capability as teachers. Rather than the

reading specialists "running the show," teachers and specialists

planned and worked as a team.

During 1977-78, this new arrangement functioned smoothly. Teachers

accepted the presence of the reading specialist in the classroom and

accepted and integrated their suggestions, ideas, and advice regarding

classroom management, instructional techniques and practices, and the

use of materials. Reading instruction became a co-venture.

In 1978-79, project personnel made an effort to shift the full

responsibility of decision making and planning with respect to reading

to the classroom teacher. Reading specialists concentrated their efforts

on reinforcing the application of a diagnostic-prescriptive approach

to reading and on the development of creative learning and reinforcement

activities.

Strong administrative support, both from the district and the

experimental school principal, was evident. Keen interest in the

Special Emphasis Program and reading in general was also evident. Both

the experimental and comparison schools had exceptionally well stocked

and %.211 organized materials centers. These materials appeared to be

circulated and used by teachers in their reading programs.

Special Circumstances

The principal of the comparison school looked upon the Special

Emphasis projeci. as a competition between his school and the experimental

school. Eovever, the ext'.nt to which this influenced teachers and

students is not known.
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Due to misunderstanding, several coding and testing problems arose
over the course of this study. First grade students were not administered
subtests four and five of the SDRT during the spring 1978 testing. Coding
on staff questionnaires was incomplete in spring 1979 and student identi-
fication numbers were duplicated. This last error was corrected by

project staff, thus salvaging the SDRT data.

The school district at this site offered an inservice training
program for all teachers. Both mandatory and optional sessions were
held. Consequently, teachers at the comparison school received staff

development opportunities equal to those at the Special Emphasis school.

Summary

After its initial adjustment period, this project reflected a
high level of teamwork between the Special Emphasis staff members and
between the staff and classroom teachers. The close collaboration

fostered two objectives: reading specialists provided instructional
support to the classroom teachers, and specialists served as models for
reading attitudes and practices for teachers and students.

The Texas site met two of its three objectives stated at the
beginning of the project. By 1978-79, they were serving all first

and second grade students and those in grades 3 through 5 needing

special help. With respect to increasing teacher proficiency in diag-

nosing and prescribing the reading needs of students (the third objec-
tive), there are no definitive data. However, 70% of the teachers saw
improvement in their colleagues attitudes toward reading.



WEST VIRGINIA

Background

A rural, mountainous, coal producing area of West Virginia is

the site of this Special Emphasis Project. The community is comprised

of close-knit groups who have resided in the area for many generations.

Mother-daughter, husband-wife combinations are on the faculty of schools

throughout the county, and district administrators are'frequently related.

Although many of the schools are in physically poor condition owing to

age and lack of care, the community regularly turns down school bond

referendums

Project Schools

The Special Emphasis students were housed in a new building built

by the Federal Government and leased to the county under a flood control

relocation program. Well lit and ventilated space, a large gym,

separate cafeteria, spacious office area and lounge, and a designated

parking area were among its amenities. The building and grounds were

well maintained by the custodial staff and several students employed

by manpower funds. The newness of the facility notwithstanding, the

student population exceeded the capacity of the school causing over-

crowding and high student-teacher ratios.

The comparison school population occupied an old building, in

obvious disrepair. Dark corridors, cracked tile floors, temperamental

utility and heating systems, and closet-size office and lounge areas

characterized the facility. As in,the treatment school, the available

space was inadequate to serve the students who were in classes averaging

30 until the 197879 school year. At that time, the transfer of almost

15% of the student body to other district schools took the burden off

this facility and greatly altered class size.

The composition of the student body at both schools was stable.

Change in school assignment was due to administrative decision rather

than family mobility. Consequently, enrollment characteristics such
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as ethnic attachment and SES remained fairly constant. These data are

displayed on Table 4.31.

TABLE 4.31

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

_ School: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Students 414 436 395 342

BY Sem:

Bile

Femal4

53%

47%

53%

47%

52%

48%

52%

48%

_____.

By Racial/Ethnic Categories:

Black

White

Hispanic

Other ar =categorized

-

99%

*

-

-

100%

*

-

-

100%

-

-

-

99%

-

1%

Students Receiving Free or
Reduced-Prica Lunch 74% 62% 54% 56%

Students for Wham English
is a Second Language - * - -

Students Absent More
Than 252 5% 4% 72 7%

*
Lass than .5%

Rounding tstimaces are responsible for column totals below or above 100%.

The staff at the treatment school experienced very little turnr

over during the course of this study. However, 5 of the 13 teachers

assigzed to the comparison school in the fall of 1978 were new. As

a group, the teachers at each school had similar levels of teaching
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experience and education. Table 4.32 summarizes this data for school

years 1977-78 and 1978-79. Both schools had the services of similar

specialized staff; special education, speech, and physical education

teachers.

TABLE 4.32

STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Site WEST VIRGINIA

School: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Teachers 13 13 13 13

Teachers with Graduate Degrees 18% 8% 20% 82

Average Teacher Eiperience 12 yrs. 15 yrs. 13 yrs. 10 yrs.

Average Number of Students/Class 32 34 30 26

The teaching orientation of the teachers in the Special Emphasis

schools, as illustrated in Table 4.33, was decidedly diagnostic-prescrip-

tive compared to the comparison school teachers, which, as a group,

tended to take a middle road between the diagnostic-prescriptive and

whole-class approach. A majority of teachers in both schools tended

to be structured rather than flexible in Leaching style, with the proj-

ect school faculty reflecting a more structured style in 1978-79 than

in the preVious year.

Although both schools were eligible for Title I services, no

Title I staff served the treatment school during the project. The

comparison school had one Title I teacher serving the remedial needs'

of students throughout grades 1 through 6. Due to the scarcity
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of space, the Title I teacher had no assigned room in Lhe building and

most often worked in the hallway with small groups of children. Reading

remediation was the focus of Title I during 1977-78, math during 1978-79.

Four Title I aides were assigned to the comparison school: two assisted

in kindergarten, one in the special education class, and one assisted

teachers in grades 1 through 8 with reading.

TABLE 4.33

CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES

Site : WEST VIRGINIA

Teaching
Orientation

1977-78 1978-79
Spacial

Zmphasis Comparison
Special

Emphasis Comparison
N X* N E* N 2* N 2*--- ---Diagnostic Approach

Diagnostic-
Prescriptive 8 67 3 33 8 62 7 58

Eclectic
t

3 25 5 56 5 38 5 42

Whole Class 1 8 1 11 0 .0 0 0

Management Style

Structured 7 58 6 66 12 69 5 42

Eclectic
t

4 33 2 22 3 23 6 50

Flexible 1 8 1 12 1 8 1 8

*
lased on the number of classroom teachers responding.

tThe designation "Eclectic" indicates a teaching orientation which
combines elements from both approaches or styles.

The State of West Virginia had established instructional time

requirements for the teaching of reading and the language arts. A

minimum of 100 minutes per day was required for students in grades 1

through 6. The district-adopted basal reading series (American Book

and Houghton Mifflin) standardized the basic teaching resources in all

of the schools. Classroom reading was taught by following the basal

series teacher's manual precisely.
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A variety of hardware and software was available in the treatment

school. Movie and overhead projectors, tape recorders, record players,

.alternative basal series materials, and reading kits were.commonly used

in classrooms at the treatment school. Movie projectors, record players,

and a few alternative reading texts and kits ware available at the com-

parison school; their use was infrequent.

The Special Emphasis Program

The objectives of the West Virginia Special Emphasis Project were:

To effect a statistically significant iu,provement in

reading achievement.

To correct 50% of the reading skill deficiencies as

identified for each student each fall.

Project Staff

The director of West Virginia's Special Emphasis Project was

also the principal of the treatment school. He was onsite full-time

and personally directed all aspects of the project. Due to his close

supervisory relationship with the teachers in his building, he was able

to assert strong leadership over the entire educational program.

Special Emphasis was staffed by one reading specialist, two

reading teachers, three aides, and a part-time clerk. The reading

specialist instructed students in grades 1 and 2, one reading teacher

instructed students in grades 3 and 4, while the other instructed

students in grades 5 and 6. Each reading specialist/teacher had the

assistance of an aide. There was no change in project staff over the

course of this study.

The Special Emphasis Treatment

Each reading specialist/teacher had her own classroom in which all

Special Eniphasis instruction was conducted. The rooms were arranged to

accommodate multiple Troup activities taking place simultaneously.



Each first and second grade class spent 50 minut,±s daily with the

reading specialist. Students were grouped according to skill needs and

the specialist directed her teaching to areas of need. The aide conducted

reinforcement activities and provided individual help under the direc-

tion of the reading specialist. First and second graders received an

additional 70 minutes of reading instruction from their classroom teachers.

Those students receiving Special Emphasis instruction in grades 3 through

6 reported to one of the reading teachers daily. Third and fourth graders

spent 40 minutes with a reading teacher, fifth and sixth graders spent

30 minutes. These students also had 80 and 40 minutes of reading in-

struction, respectively, by their classroom teachers. Whenever possible,

the reading teacher worked with students as they were grouped for read-

ing in the regular classroom so as to cause minimal disruption to internal

classroom scheduling. Aides assigned to the reading teachers conducted

reinforcement activities and performed record-keeping tasks.

The relationship between the reading specialists and classroom

teachers appeared to be positive. A comparison between the questionnaire

responses from these two respondent groups regarding their coordination

showed that their perceptions were consistent with one another. For

grades 1 and 2, the-reading specialist and teachers planned and/or

conferred on a weekly basis. For grades 3 through 6, thin contact was

less frequent.

Special Emphasis participation data are presented on Table 4.34

for years 1977-78 and 1978-79.

Use of Materials

The overall instructional design for this project was based upon

the use of the Wisconsin Design tests. Individual student's reading

skill strengths and weaknesses were assessed in the fall using these

materials. Reading specialists then keyed their instruction to the

test results and tracked each student's proixess. The Wisconsin Design

provided a highly structure,: management system covering all students

in the treatment school at this s:.ce.



TABLE 4.34

TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL*
Site: WEST VIRGINIA

Project Tess 1977-78
Project Year 1978-79 ----I

Total 2 Served By Total 2 Served ByEnrollment Special Evphasis Emrollmant Special Emphasis

Grade 1 84 1G0 82 100
Grade 2 61 100 82 100
Grade 3 66 62 66 62

Grade 4 69 68 64 6:.

Grade 5 68 100 66 58

Grade 6 66 94 76 38

*
Based on Experimental School Principal Questionnaire.

Reading skill instruction involved a variety of materials and

hardware components. :its, tapes, filmstrips, work sheets, games,

listening stations, and lab-type arrangements were in use. These

included both teacher and commercially developed items.

Inservice Traie.ng Program

The inservice training provided by the Special Emphasis Project

was well received by teachers. They claimed that it was "somewhat"

or "very helpful" in enabling them to carry out their classroom reading

activities. The training was of a practical nature, e.g., the develop-

ment of materials for reading instruction. Reading specialists, class-

room teachers, and aides all participated in inservice activities con-

ducted by an outside consultant. Teachers were awarded academic credit

for participating in these sessions.

Summer Program

In 1978, approximately 175 children attended the 4-week summer

program at the West Virginia site. Reading specialiscs worked an addi-

tional week, using the time to plan and prepare materials for the reading
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component of the program. Students were placed in class units organized
by grade level. The program operated from 8:30 to 11:00 AM daily. Aside
from the daily reading instruction, each student received a 15-minute
exercise period and a 5-minute recess. Arts and crafts instruction was
provided for 30 minutes, twice weekly. Students were transported to and
from the program.

The main objectives were:

To acquaint students with the world around them by

exposing them to new experiences.

To retain already developed skills and foster devel-

opment of additional skills.

To promote personal and professional growth by en-

couraging creative input from classroom teachers.

This program employed three reading specialists, each responsible
for a particular group of students. Aides from the school year Special

Emphasis program assisted reading specialists in handling the largest
groups. Seven teachers assisted by five aides were likewise responsible

for student groups. Each teacher conducted the 15- minute exercise period
for her class. Approximately five parent volunteers assisted teachers
on a daily basis. Parent volunteers were never assigned to their own

child's class group. On Fridays, approximately 20 parent volunteers

accompanied the children on field trips. All program volunteers were
provided with daily bus transportation.

Both teacher-made and commercially developed materials were used

for instruction. In most respects, the summer program was a continuation

of the regular school year program. This arrangement permitted teachers

to follow up or areas of pupil skill deficiency since their summer classes

consisted almost entirely of their former students. No formal assessment

was employed to measure gains made by students during the summer session.
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The .summer program was managed in much the same manner as the regu-

lar school program. The principal/project director performed routine

supervisory, administrative, and coordinative functions; the reading

program was executed by the reading specialists.

Notable features of this program were the integration. of reading

into the arts and crafts classes and the improved student/teacher ratio

during the summer months. The broadening experiences of scheduled field

trips was a much needed activity for children growing up in this area of

the country where some families have little or no contact with outside

areas. Class attendance at this site varied as the staggered vacation

schedules of coal miners shifted.

Attendance at the 1979 summer program was considerably less than

the previous year; 120 students enrolled. The instructionn prt3gram,

as in the past, was an extension of the regular school year program.

However, there was a greeter emphasis on arts and crafts z..3 physical

education. Arts and c- instruction was provided for 45 minutes,

twice weekly. A daily 15 'minute physical education class was scheduled

for all students. In to the arts and crafts teacher and physical

education teacher, two reading teachers, five classroom teachers, and

four aides were a....;signed to the program. Two parent volunteers accom-

panied the students on Eriday swim outings.

Program statistics are presented on Table 4.35 for 1978 and 1979.

Coo.liance with S ecial Emphasis Guidelines

The following Special Emphasis components were in compliance. A

staff of three--one reading specialist and two reading teachers--provided

Special Emphasis instruction. All first and second grade students were

served by project staff. Third through sixth graders who had reading

deficiencies received remedial attentio All students received more

than the 40-minute minimum standard for instruction. A summer program

was conducted each project year. Inservice training was well attended

and well received. An outside co,Lsultant conducted training sessions
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Site: WEST VIRGINIA

Program Duration

Waaks
Hours per day

TABLE 4.35

SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Summer 1978 Summer 1979

4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Instructional hours in reading
and reading-ralated activities
(hours per day) 2.5 2.0

Total SchoolEnrollmant 414 436

Sumer School Enrollment 175 120

Percent of Total Enrollment 42 28

Teacher /Adult - Student Ratio 1:8 1:9

Staff

Raading Specialists 3 2

Teachers 7 5

Aides 5 4

Librarians 0 0

Gym/Art Teacher 1 2

Volunteers 5 parents 2 parents, Friday*

*Volunteers not included in computing Teacher /Adult- Student Ratio.
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in which new materials and learning aids were developed and for which

credit was awarded. No participation in program planning took place

beyond the participation of the LEA and the school principal. The

Wisconsin Design was adopted by this site as a system for diagnosing

student skill deficiencies and tracking skill mastery. District-

administered achievement tests monitored student progress. Activities

to motivate interest in reading (which included project school staff,

student, and parent participation) were not conducted. The schools

selected for Special Emphasis participation were poorly matched in

terms of their physical envircnments and instructional aids. As

specified in Section 3, intrasite problems and failure to comply with

data requirements in a timely fashion posed difficulties for the evalua-

tion effort. Table 4.36 presents the response rates for the various

evaluation study instruments.

TABLE 4.36

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Sites VW 9111011114

1977-711
11079-19

Spatial Sophists

Number of

Oassatiess Spacial lasieels Sosisrleas

2 of Memer of 2 of Number of 2 of 2 of
F 'Rion

liboner of

._. ._ :Sop

Praise( Director 1 100 11/A 1 100 N/A

Principal 1 . 100 1 100 1 100 1 100

Teacher 11 65 10 77 13 100 12 92

(ass Specialist 3 100 1 100 3 100 N/A

Cleasificatios of
Tosabiao Practices:

Teachers

Month! Specialists

12

2

92

67

9

N/A

69 13

3

100

100

12

NIL--
92

Libraries N/A PI6

0

NIA

59 OS

VIA

62 95
}toilet - Credo 7 51 77 0

Student - Credos 4-6 103 0 0 97 47 129 71

talin1__ 136
0 0 0 0

Student Ieforsetiee
checklist 397 96 393 100 396 100 206 60

N/A - Not Applicable
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In summary, West Virginia complied with the major Special Emphasis

project regulations, with two exceptions. The project failed to move

beyond the administrative levels in the area of program planning and

failed to offer full support to the evaluatim study requirements.

Special Features

The instructional program at this Special Emphasis site was based

upon the diagnosis of student strengths and weaknesses through the use

of the Wisconsin Design. The implementation of this system provided a

firm basis for operationalizing a diagnostic-prescriptive approach to

reading.

Some parent involvement in the school reading program evident

at this site. One or two parents volunteered several hours on a weekly

basis. They provided enrichment activities for individual or small .

groups of students. However, Special Emphasis, per se, did not attract

parent participation except as chaperons for weekly off-campus outings

during the summer program.

Special Circumstances

Special Emphasis at this site became a substitute program for

Title I; Title I was removed from the treatment school in 1976 and

was to be reinstated in 1979 at the conclusion of Special Emphasis.

Data collection efforts were hampered by communication problems

between the two schools involved in the project. The comparison school

principal appeared ill-disposed toward the additional burden participa-

tion placed upon his staff and toward the frequent testing to which

students were subjected. According to the principal, his resentment

was related to his original understanding that his school's commitment

to the project was to be for 1 year only.' GRC site visits and the

semiannual SDRT administration seemed to take the-comparison school prin-

cipal by surprise. Consequent gaps in the site information and extreme

delays in obtaining student demographic data caused delays in the data
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processing and analysis of cross site data for this study. These problems

persisted throughout the study and extended to the treatment school during

the final year. Here, some teachers resented being excluded from planning

and operational decisions and information regarding the testing and data

collection schedule.

Summary

The strengths of the West Virginia project were the unifying

character of the Wisconsin Design materials, which provided the

diagnostic underpinning for the program; the central control vested

in the school principal who served as project director; and the prac-

tical nature of the inservice training sessions, for which teachers

received academic credit. The major drawback of Special Emphasis was

the lack of comparability between the two schools. No particular

weaknesses were evident in the project implementation, although the

responsiveness of the project implementation, although the responsive-

ness of the project administration to the evaluation requirements was

at times problematic. (See Appendix G.)

West Virginia's first objective, to effect statistically signifi-

cant reading gains, was not investigated by the site itself. Impact

measured by this study is presented in Section 5. No data were pro-

vided by the site regarding its second objective, the correction of

50% of reading skill deficiencies for each student as identified in the

fall.

4 -89 12C



CALIFORNIA

Background

The California site is located in a predominantly blue-collar eco-

nomic areas 15 miles from the center of a large bay area city. This is

a stable area and the schools experience relatively little student

turnover. The schools suffer from budget cutbacks, part-time adminis-

tration, a lack of equipment, limited space, and all other problems

often inherent in ail urban school system.

California was the last Special Emphasis Project to be funded.

Initiated in fall 1977, almost a year after the six other projects

included in this report, it operated during the 1977-78 and 1978-79

school years. The California site was added when two of the original

Special Emphasis sites were not refunded.

Project Schools -

The treatment arl comparison schools in California serve similar

student populations. The overwhelming majority of students are black,

with a small number of white, Hispanic, and Asian students in the group.

Table 4.37 provides-a summary of enrollment data for school years 1977-78
and 1978-79. While most student demographics remained constant over

this time period, it should be noted that a dramatic change in the per-

centage of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch occurred.

Whereas 56% of the students in the treatment school and 59% in the

comparison school fell into this category in 1977-78, the percentages

changed to 37% and 70%, respectively, in 1978-79.

In 1978, average class size underwent an educationally significant

change at both schools. At the project school, the number went from 28

to 31 students, at the comparison from 27 to 31. Teachers at the proj-

ect school were more experienced. However, the percentage of teachers

with graduate degrees at the comparison school in 1978-79 was greater

than at the project school. Data summarizing staff characteristics are

found on Table 4.38.
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TABLE 4.37

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Site: CALIFORNIA

School: Special Emphasis Comparison

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 ..1178 1978-79

Number of Students 224 244 296 276

Dy Seml

Mlle 552 572 542 52%

Female
452 43% 462 48%

By Racial/Ethnic CAtegories:

Black 702 742 852 862
Whits 19% 102 62 2%
Hispanic 92 8% 4% 2%
Other or =categorised 2% 7% 5% 102

Students Receiving Frac or
Reduced-Price Lunch 57% 37% 612 70%

Students for Whom English
is a Second Unsnap 2% 22 5% 2%

Students Abseit More
Than 2.5Z 42 32 5% 2%

Rounding estimates are responsible for column totals below or above 100%.

TABLE 4.38

STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Sits: CALIFORNIA

School: Special Emphasis Gompezi.iiir.

Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

Number of Teachers 8 8 11 9

Teachers with Graduate Lsgrees 50% 50% 44% 83%

Average Teacher rImperience 18 yrs. 17 yrs. 13 yrs. 14 yrs.

Average Number of Students/Class 28 31 27 31
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The two schools had similar traditional buildings; classrooms

were arranged on long corridors, which were bleak and dark. At the

comparison school, three classes were housed in portable buildings.

Neither school had a libraribm; classroom teachers accepted the

responsibility on a rotating basis.

The Classification of Teaching Practices (Table 4.39) points up

a marked difference between the staffs of the two schools in 1977-78.

Special Emphasis school staff tended to be more structured than com-

parison school teachers. Data missing from the comparison school pre-

clude analysis for 1978-79.

TABLE 4.j9

CLASSIFICATION OF TE:ACHING PRACTICES

Site CALIFORNIA.

Teaching
Orientation

1977-78 1978-79
LSpecial

haste Comparison
Special___01.-hasiN 2*N 2* N 2* -24--2-*--

Diagnostic Aoproadh

Diagnostic-
Prescriptive 3 43 5 45 6 86 DATA

Eclectic
t

4 57 5 41 1 14
MISSING

Whole Class 0 0 1 10 0 0

fliMarr-tala .

Struntured 5 71 4 36 4 57 DATA

Eclectic
t

29 6 55 3 43
MISSING

Plegible 0 0 1 8 0 - 0

*
lased cu the number of classroom teachers responding.

}The designation "eclectic" indicates a teaching orientation which
combines elements from both approaches or styles.
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The basic reading programs in treatment and comparison schools

were similar. Teachers used the Lippincott, and Holt, Rinehart, Winston

basal reading series proceeding from one level to the next as described

by the texts' authors. In 1976, the Lippincott skill mastery record

keeping system was introduced which was used for all students in both

schools. This management system tracked student progress and was a

tool which.directed teacher_instruction.

The treatment and comparison schools were eligible for and received
Title I services. A Title I reading specialist was assigned to each
building. Both specialists conducted similar programs. Title I students

spent 2 hours each week away from their regular classes for small group

instruction in reading. There was-4 disparity in the number of Title

aides assigned to each school. Eleven Title I aides served the treat-

ment school, one served the comparison school.

The Special Emphasis Program

The particular objectives of the California program as reported

by the project director were:

To provide reading instruction for all students in grades

1 and .2 and to those students in grades 3 through 6 who

are reading below grade level.

To familiarize the community (especially parents) with

the Special Emphasis Program.

To encourage parent participation in the project and to

provide them with techniques to use at home to improve

their children's reading skills.

To improve reading instruction competencies of classroom

teachers.

Project Staff

The Special Emphasis Project was headed by the reading supervisor

of both the treatment and comparison schools. In addition to serving
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as project director, she was responsible for supervising the reading

programs and Title I'programs at the two schools. All these responsi-

bilities were administered from her office located at the project school.

A full-time secretary provided clerical and administrative assistance

for the project director.

Two reading specialists and one reading teacher were employed by

the Special Emphasis Project. Reading specialists were responsible for

the selection of objectives for individual students, instruction, test-

ing and assessment, and training aides. In collaboration with the

project director, they planned and conducted inservice training and

participated in making decisions regarding the basic approach to read-

ing instruction.

One full-time aide was assigned to Special Emphasis. In assisting

the reading specialists, she prepared materials and conducted instructional

follow-up activities with students.

The Special Emphasis Treatment

Reading specialists worked in a classroom/lab which was designated

for Special Emphasis instruction and periodically in the regular class-

room. First and second grade students received 1 hour per day of read-

ing instruction by reading specialists. Planning between the specialists

an&classroom teachers took place on a weekly basis, and the reading

specialists and classroom teachers worked together developing materials

to aid student learning.

Special Emphasis staff serving grades 3 through 6 worked with

small groups of students in the specialist's classroom. Students read-

ing below grade level reported to the specialist's room daily for a

30-minute period. Regular classroom teachers and specialists communi-

cated weekly to exchange plans and note progress.

Table 4.40 indicates the percentage of students enrolled in each

grade who were served by Special Emphasis.
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TABLE 4.40

TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL
*

Site: CALIFORNIA

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Prniect Year 1977-78 Project Year 1978-79
Total Z Served By

Enrollment laslaLWANELL
Total 2 Served By

Enrollment MASnE1.%bilEkl.

39 36

39 49

32 41

30 40

33 67

30 63

36 100

43 100

42 31

42 43

41 39

40 45

Based on Experimental Scho.s1 Principal Questiounaire.

Use of Materials

The primary focus of this Special Emphasis Program was the under-

achiever in reading. In serving these students, remedial instruction

for students reading below grade level and corrective instruction for

students deficient #n specific skills were provided. The instructional

resources and approaches employed were: audiovisual kits and programmed

materials, games, workbooks, silent reading periods, learning centers,

anctinterest centers. Specialists and aides geared their instruction

to small groups of students.

Inservice Training Program

The inservice training program was designed by the project direc-

tor and one of the reading specialists to meet specified project needs.

The inservice training was conducted by the project director and the

reading specialist for classroom teachers and aides. The teachers and

aides received instruction in curriculum development, diagnostic-

prescriptive teaching, individualized instruction, reading in the con-

tent area, preparation of support materials, and reading assessment.

Of the teachers and aides involved in the inservice training, 83% found

it to be helpful.
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Summer Program

The passing of Proposition 13 resulted in the delayed start-up of

the California site's summer program in 1978. A 15-day summer program
for approximately 40 children was held. The 3-hour class day was divided
into two 75-minute instructional periods- -one for structured reading ac-

tivities, the other for interdisciplinary language arts activities. A
30-minute break between periods was provided.

Primary objectives of the program were:

To assess children's reading needs.

To increase, through counseling sessions, student

awareness of individual strengths and weaknesses

and motivate students to assume responsibility for

improvement in weak areas.

To inform parents of teaching techniques aid encourage

them to become more involved in their children's remu

ing.

The program was staffed by a project director, three reading spe-

cialists, and two aides who assisted in the structured reading sessions.

Two volunteers worked as a tutor and as a supervisor during the 30-minute
recess.

Since emphasis was placed on multisensory activities such as oral

language and integrated language arts, materials were locally developed

by teachers and pupils. As a supplement, teachers made use of materials

produced by Lippincott (Superbooks) and Holt, Rinehart, Winston.

The project director and reading specialists informally shared

their ideas and concerns on a daily basis. They attempted to key the

summer program with the regular school-year program through the use of

the school's basal series management system.



In 1979, the California summer program had the same format and

schedules as in 1978. Program objectives were modified to include:

Continuation of the school-year program.

Maintaining student reading skills developed during the

school year.

Increasing student reading vocabulary and compr-thension

skills.

The summer staff in 1979 included three reading specialists, one full-

time aide, one half-time aide, and two adults who served as volunteer

aides.

A Title I summer reading clinic operated simultaneously with the

Spcci Emphasis summer program. Students enrolled in the Spacial

Emphasis program had the option of joining the Title I clinic after

their program's conclusion. Students from the comparison school partici-

pated in the Title I summer reading program, contrary to Special Emphasis

regulations.

A summary of Special Emphasis summer program statistics is found

in Table 4.41.

Compliance with Special Emphasis Guidelines

A staff of two reading specialists and one reading teacher served

the Special Emphasis school. During project year 1977-78, this site

did not serve all students in grades 1 and 2. The minimum instructional

time in reading was exceeded. A summer program was cperated in 1978

and 1979--the 2 years in which this site was funded, although students

from the comparison school were included in 1979. Teachers indicated

that inservice training was available. Participation in program

planning did not extend beyond the staff. Activities to stimulate

interest in reading which included staff, student, and parent participa-

tion were not developed. A skill mastery record keeping system which

also included diagnostic testing was instituted. The student body at

each school was well matched until a change in student SES occurred

1 3 4
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TABLE 4.41

SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Sits: CALIFORNIA

Summer 1970 Summer 1979

Program Duration

Weeks
3.0 3.0Hours per day
3.0 3.0

Instructional hours in reading
mad reading - related activities
(hews per day) 2.5 2.5

Total School Enrollment 224 244

Summer School Enrollment 40 68

Percent of Total Enrollment 18 28

Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio 1:8 1:15

Staff

Ruling Specialists 3 3

Teachers 0 0

Midas 2 1.5

Librarians 0 0

Gys/Art Teacher 0 0

Volunteers* 2 2

*
Volunteers not included in computing Teschsr/Adult-Student Ratio.
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in project year 1978-79. Disparate levels in service were also noted to

compromise the integrity of treatment and comparison school matchability.

Table 4.42 indicates the response rates for the evaluation study instru-

ments at this site.

TABLE 4.42

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Site: CALIFORNIA

1977-78 1978-79

Special Raphael. Comparison Special Emphasis comparison

Number of
Res to

1

2 of
Po elation

100

Somber ,f
Respondents

2 of Neither of

Respondents
X nf

Population

0

Somber of
Respondents

N/A

2 of
!moieties

Project Director N/A

,Population

0

Principal 0 0 1 100 1 100 1 100

Teacher 4 75 9 82 7 88 5 55

Deading_lpigiailat 4 100 -0 0 3 75 0 0

Classification of
'Deadline Fracticeso

'esthete

Reading Specialists

7

0

M
0

11

0

100

0

7

0

88

0

1

0

11

0

Librarian N/A N/A N/A N/A

41141,111 " !VI 4 4H 84 52 100 0 0 24 47

Rtmleat - Cream 4-6 91 98, LAS 96 73 59 RI Si

Parent 141 - 159 - 0 0 A4 -

Student Information
Checklist 203 91 290 98 112 87 110 40

N/A Not Applicable

Special Emphasis, as it was envisioned in the project regulations,

was never fully implemented at the California site.

Special Features

In fall 1977, the California site adopted the Lippincott management

system to track mrstery of reading skills. This system served as a tool

to identify students needs and to guide instruction. It was also the basis

of interaction between specialists and classroom teachers. Teachers plotted

each child's skill attainment and, in conjunction with specialists, de'reloped

a plan for meeting each child's needs.
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The site reported that Special Emphasis funds provided for the

part-time employment of a school psychologist. It was felt that "the

needs of the whole child" could best be met by such professional services.

However, according to US0Vs Contracts Office, funds for a psychologist

were not approved.

Sucial Circumstances

Over the 2-year course of this program, it was difficult for the

evaluation team and the USOE program officer to determine precisely what

constituted Special Emphasis at the California site. The inability of

project staff to distinguish between Special Emphasis and Title I offerings

evinced a lack of understanding or agreement with the Special Emphasis

gui&lines. It appeared to the study team that the information regarding

project implementation was continually changing. Evaluation question-

naires provided contradictory information and, on more than one occasion,

they were returned blank or only partially complete.

Other circumstances influencing the study at this. site included

the following:

A change in program design between year 1 and 2. Strictly

a pull-out program during year 1, Special Emphasis added

an in-class component during year 2.

The project director was a significant presence in the

treatment school. Her commitment of time, materials,

encouragement, and direct guidance contributed to strong

rivalry between the treatment and comparison schools.

The passage of Proposition 13 in California had a de-

moralizing effect on the teaching staff. Staff cutbacks

did occur, and the average class size increased significantly.

Proposition 13 caused delay in the scheduled summer program

in 1978.

Special Emphasis did not serve all those students it was

intended to serve.
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The comparison school teachers were not fully receptive to the

evaluation team. Some of the problems seemed to result from the fact

that both the treatment and comparison schools were administered by

the same individuals. The principal and reading supervisor served

both. By admission, these individuals favored the treatment school

and spent more time there, thus appearing to leave the comparison school

without strong leadership.

Summary

The project director at the California site had multiple roles

in both the experimental and control schools. In addition to her role

in Special Emphasis, she was the reading supervisor and Title I program

director for both schools. Title I and Special Emphasis appeared to

be merged; distinction between the two programs was difficult, if not

impossible, to detect. According to the data supplied by the California

site Special Emphasis was not serving all first and second graders- -

at least. in 1977-78. Significant features of Special Emphasis appeared

to be the additional staff and the encouragement and support provided

by the project director.

The first objective set by the California site, which was also a

program regulation, was not fully operationalized during the 1977-78

school year. All first and second graders were not served by Special

Emphasis Project staff. The second and third objectives were purported

to have been accomplished. However, the study team found no evidence

of parent awareness efforts or changes in parent participation nor did

staff questionnaire responses substantiate this claim. With respect

to the fourth objective, improving reading instruction competencies,

CRC reviewed questionnaire data for indications of change and reports

on this in Section 5.
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CROSS SITE ANALYSIS

The preceding profiles of the seven Special Emphasis projects

highlighted each site's distinctive features and described how Special

Emphasis was implemented and integrated into the regular school programs.

The comparability and variability among the seven project sites will be

discussed in the following subsections. This review of site and pro-

gram characteristics was conducted to determine the comparability be-

tween treatment and comparison schools, to examine the diversity and

representativeness of the projects nationwide, and to identify the

potential influence of these characteristics upon project outcomes.

The aspects of Special Emphasis projects which will be summarized in

the following subsections are:

Participant Characteristics

Staff Charactistics

Special Emphasis Implementation

Project Administration

Participant Characteristics

Data for project year 1977-78 showed that, across all sites, males

comprised 52% of the Special Emphasis students and 50% of the students

in the comparison schools. In 1978-79,the percentages reflected a

similar mix.

With respect to racial/ethnic composition, blacks comprised 45%,

Hispanics 11%, and whites 43% of the Special Emphasis schools. The

comparison school counterparts were 43% black, 9% Hispanic, and 47%

white. West Virginia had an almost all white population, Michigan

almost all black, and Louisiana approximately equal numbers of white

and black students. Differences between schools were found in Tennessee

where the Special Emphasis school was 26-29% white vs. 47-48% of the

comparison school. In California, the comparison school had approxi-

mately 10% more minority enrollment. Otherwise, Special Emphasis
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and comparison schools within sites were comparable with respect to

racial/ethnic composition.

Because studies of educational interventions have shown a close

relationship between the SES of students and their academic performance,

GRC documented the incidence of students receiving free or reduced-price

lunch as an index of SES level. It ehould be noted that the voluntary

enrollment in subsidized food programn and the varying vigor of recruit-

ment efforts limit the reliability Jf this measure. However, data for

project year 1977-79 showed low-SZS students ranged from 39% in Texas

to 81% in Michigan and Tennessee. SES composition within sites was

balanced in Michigan, Ohio, and Texas. In Louisiana, Tennessee, and

West Virginia, the Special Emphazis schools had greater percentages

of low-SES students; in California, the comparison school had a greater

percentage of low-SES students.

Another factor believed to influence treatment outcomes was

student mobility and absenteeism. Students missing 25% or more of

the school year ranged from 1% in Louisiana to 11% in Ohio. GRC found

that the combined factors of absenteeism and student transfers accounted

for significant sample attrition. Only in Ohio was there a difference

in degree of absenteeism between the Special Emphasis (5%) and the

comparison school MP: One measure of the influence which mobility

and. absenteeism had on the data is provided in Appendix B where the

differences between students with the pre- or posttest only are

summarized in the tables.

Another characteristic deemed important was the extent to which

the participant population included students with learning disabilities.

Students officially recognized as having learning disabilities/problems

were excluded from the impact analysis.
1

Appendix A contains tables

1
A number of factors influenced the official designation of students
with learning disabilities. Family objections, community mores, and
the availability of special services and funds are linked to the iden-
tification of these students. Consequently, the numbers reported by
each site of students removed from the impact analysis may not reflect
the actual incidence of students who had learning problems.
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which illustrate the numbers of such students eliminated from this

study. The highest numbers of students with learning disabilities

were reported in Louisiana and Texas. Elimination of such students

from the study had the effect that (1) students not capable of functioning

on a reading test were not tested, and (2) if one school were operating

under broader identification criteria, that school may have eliminated

from the study a greater proportion of low achieving students than did

the other schools. Differences in percentages of students in the

experimental and comparison schools identified as having learning

disabilities were noted in Louisiana, Tennesaee, and Texas (in 1978-79).

Staff Characteristics

Within the context of this study, school staff members with the

greatest influence over the performance of students were thought to be*the

regular classroom teacher and the reading specialist. Each staff member

was questioned regarding his/her academic and professioual experience

as well as his/her teaching practices.

Classroom Teachers

The majority of classro,m teachers had over 6 years of teaching

experience; for project year 1977-78, 67% of the teachers at the treat -

meat school and 61% at the comparison school had 6 or more years of

experience. The picture changed somewhat in project year 1978-79 when

65%,of the teachers at the treatment schools and 56% at the comparison

schools had more than 6 years of teaching szperience. Overall, teachers

at the treatment schools had more experience than their ::ounterparts.

The most experienced teachers were found in California, Ohio, Louisiana,

and West Virginia. It should be pointed out that the more experienced

teachers were also less recently trained and may, therefore, have had

less exposure to recently developed technology of teaching reading.

In 1979, 39% of the teachers at the Special Emphasis schools had

graduate degrees compared to 31% at the comparison schools. A majority

of the teachers at both schools in the Michigan and California sites

had graduate degrees.

14i
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To determine the general orientation of teachers with respect to

teaching practices, GRC surveyed the teachers to determine whether they

were inclined to be "diagnostic-prescriptive" in their approach, or

were inclined to take a "whole-class" approach. Similarly, GRC sought

to find out whether teaching methods tended to be "structured" or "flex-.

ible.

In most instances, the general orientation of teachers in the

treatment and comparison schools was similar. Few teachers used a

whole-class approach and few teachers could be classified as flexible.

In 1979, exceptions to this pattern existed in Louisiana and Texas

where none of the Special Emphasis teachers followed a whole-class

approach vs. 27% and 18% in the respective comparison schools.

Teaching materials used across sites and within sites were generally

similar. The basal reading series was the mainstay of every institutional

program. In conjunction with the basal text, skill activities--both pub-

lished and teacher developed--were major resources. Table 4.43 summarizes

the materials used in the respective sites. It is evident from Table 4.43

that treatment and comparison schools in each site used the same mater-

ials and management systems. Management systems were more commonly used

on the first and second grade level than at grades 3 through 6. With one

exception (California), the availability of equipment and materials

for extending and enhancing the reading program was high. Teachers

and school administrators credited Special Emphasis with having increased

the variety and amount of hardware and software in general use. Utiliza-
tion of these items varied from site to slte. In Ohio, they played a
major role in the reading program; in Louisiana, Tennessee, Texas, and

West Virginia, they received moderate use; in Michigan, and California,

they pl-%ved a minor role.

3-Definitions of these terms are found in the Glossary, Appendix H.
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TABLE 4.43

MAJOR READING RESOURCES UTILIZED

Basal
Management

System
GrAdes

1-2 3-6Sites
Grades

1-2 3-6

Louisiana: Special Emphasis

Com.arison

H

H

H

H

PT,H

PT H

D,X

D,X

PT,ri

PT,H

Michigan: Special-Emphasis

Comparison

C

C

C,H

C,H

Ohio: Special Emphasis

Comparison

H

H

H,B

H,B

X

X

X

X

Tennessee: Special Emphasis

Comparison

Special Emphasis

Comparison

H,D

H,D

a

H

H,D

H,D

H

H

H,D

H,D

X

X

H

H

X

X

Texas:

West Virginia: Special Emphasis

Compa.,Ison

H,A

H C

H,A

H

WD,H

H

WD,H

H

Caiifornip: Special Emphasis

Comparison

L

L

L,C

L(
L

L

L

L

KEY: A = American Book
B = Harcourt Brace
C = One or more of the following: Bank Street Reader; Holt, Rinehart, Winston
D = DISTAR
H = Houghton Mifflin
L = Lippincott

PT = Precision Teaching
WD ... Wisconsin Design
X = School/district-developed
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Reading Specialists--Characteristics and Utilization

With the exception of Ohio, reading specialists were veteran teachers.

However, most had limited experience in the role of reading specialists.

Special Emphasis, together with increasingly stringent state requirements

for reading instruction, may have been responsible for many of these

teachers being employed as reading specialists. Only 4a West W.rginia

was there an indication that the staff had in-depth experience as reading

specialists. Table 4.44 summarizes the qualifications of the reading

specialists from the seven sites.

Special Emphasis reading specialists provided instruction in

different settings across the sites and within each site:

In Louisiana, Special Emphasis instruction was provided for

all students grades 1 through 6 in the specialist's class-

room.

Tennessee also offered instruction by reading specialists

to all students, but placed the specialists in the regular

classroom with the classroom teacher. Additional remedial

attention was provided in the specialist's classroom to

students in need of special help.

Michigan served all first and second graders in their

regular classrooms and those third chrough fifth/sixth

graders having reading problems in a reading room.

Texas follo4ed this same formit.

Reading specialists in Ohio, West Virginia, and California

taught in their own classrooms. In California, students

came to the specialists in small groups; in Ohio and West

Virginia, students in grades 3 through 6 received instruction

in groups numbering 9 or more, with first and second graders

served as class units in the specialist's classroom.

Table 4.45 summarizes the ways in which reading specialists were

deployed across all projects. In four of tike sites, specialists worked

4-108
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TABLE 4,44

QUALIFICATIONS 01 READING SPECIALISTS

wa.mm,......mPMPII.

Site

No,

Spg tails

1977-78

of

ts*

Years Teaching

it liege ran

Years as Reading

S ecisliar lean

I with

Graduate

I &Ada MOE Guidelines as

apeee

1978-79

Reading

Teacher

77-78

Reading

Specialist

Reading

Terher

Reading

Specialist
1978-79 1977-78 1978-79 1477-78 1918-19----------1977-78

70-79 77-78 78-79

Louisiana 5
S 12 16 4 S 6e 75 0 100 u 100

'Richton 6 7 8

3

9

..--.1..

9

3 4

6

100

0

00

100

100

50

100

0

"

0

100

0

-

0

100

Ohio 2 -

-

100

Tennessee 6 6 8

Teas

3 20

2

10

100

33 33

17 83

13

0

66

100

33

Meat Virginia
21 8

66

California 4
S 12 2 3 00 100 33 66 33 66

411 Sites 33 32 10
4 38 62 11 83

A

Includes Title I and district reading specialists,

No data is available frog Ohio far project year 1978-19,
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TABLE 4.45

DEPLOYMENT OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS READING SPECIALISTS

Site

Suecial Eli.hasis Instruction
*

Pull-Out Within Classroom
Whole

Class Groups
(Grades)

Individual/
Small Group

(Grades) (Grades)

Louisiana 1,2,3,4,5,6

Michigan 3,4,5/6 1,2

Ohio 1 2 3 4 5 6

Tennessee 1 2 3 4 5 6 1,2,3,4,5,6

Texas 3 4 522-

543 6LL1
1,2,3,4,5,6

1 3

1
t
,2
t

West Virginia 1 2

California

"Pull-out" refers to the practice of removing students from the
regular classroom setting for a period to receive program treatment.

Occasionally deployed in this manner.



worked in the regular classroom with the classroom teacherunlike most

compensatory or intervention programs which remove (or "pull-out") students

from the regular classrooms for special instruction.

While the settings and groupings in which reading specialists

worked varied, instructional materials utilized by these reading special-

ists tended to follow a general pattern. Specialists conducting the

basic reading instruction relied on a basal reading series as did the

, regular classroom teachers. Specialists providing remedial instruction

relied upon teacher developed as well as commercial skill activities.

While instructional kits were seldom mentioned as a resource, the

study team saw such materials in use at most sites,

Special Emphasis Implementation

Before attempting to assess the effect of Special Emphasis, it is

first necessary to assess the 'Implementation of the respective projects

in light of Congressional and USOE specifications. Briefly, the major

requirements were:

Employment of reading specialists or reading teachers.

Special Emphasis instruction for all first and second

grade students.

Special Emphasis instruction for all third through sixth

graders reading 1 or more years below grade level.

A minimum of 40 minutes of reading instruction per day.

An intensive summer reading program.

Preservice and inservice training for Special Emphasis

staff.

Broad-based participation in program planning.

Establishment of reading skill mastery record keeping system.

Comparable treatment and comparison schools.
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The data compiled on each of the seven Special Emphasis projects were

reviewed and compared to these requirements. 1 Table 4.46 presents the

results of this review. A score of "1" in each cell of the table indi-

cates that the specified criteria had been implemented. A "2" indicates

implementation beyond minimum standards, and a "0" indicates lack of

compliance. Thus, a Special Emphasis project meeting all USOE guidelines

would have an overall minimum total of 9, and no "0" cells on Table 4.46.

Individual projects may have a total score exceeding 9, and not be in

compliance.

A brief summary of the implementation of each of these components

follows,

Reading Specialists

All Special Emphasis projects employed reading specialists, or

reading teachers,
2
in conformity with USOE regulations. In addition to

Special EmphasiS reading specialists at the treatment school, all sites

except West Virginia and Ohio had other reading specialists on their

staffs which were funded by Title I, ESAA, or the school district.

Special Emphasis Instruction

Special Emphasis instruction was provided to all first and second

grade students in each site except in Ohio and California. (No reasons

for,lack of compliance were given.) Special Emphasis instruction for

students grades 3 through 6 who were 1 or more years below level was

apparently provided in all sites except Michigan, where,by agreement

with USOE the lowest achieving 20% of students grades 3 through 6 were

served. Aa noted, there were no across-site, uniform measures or

1
In addition, project guidelines required sites to: provide diagnostic
testing to determine skill deficiencies, conduct periodic testing to
measure achievement, and establish a comprehensive reading program.
Each site met these requirements; however, because the regulations
specify that these features be implemented "to the extent possible,"
no cross-site comparisons have been made. Similarly, compliance with
other requirements which were part of the contract agreements (e.g.,
no vacation school for comparison school students) are noted in the
site-specific descriptions, but are not included in the cross-site
analysis.

2
These terms are defined in the Glossary, Appendix4R.
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TABLE 4.46

IMPLEMENTATION OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS REQUIREMENTS

LA MI OH TN TX WV CA
1. Employment of readiiipecialists/teachers_. 2 2 1 2 2 1 2

2. Treatment of all first and second Elders 2, 2 0 2 2 2 0

3. Treatment of all third through sixth graders

one or more years below grade level 2 0 1 2 1 1 1

4. Minimum of 40 minutes of readin: instruction 2 0 1

5. Provision of summer readin 2 1 1 2 2 1 1

6. Provision of presqyjs±/inservice tralnin 1 1 1 2 2 2 1

LL....131Tpowpaartip.ciatioc_relantthIl 0 1 2 1 0 0

8. Establishment of skill mastery record

kes2inuysgra
1 1 1 2 2 2 1

9. Comparable treatment and comparison schools 1 2 1 0 1 1 1

TOTAL
14 9 8 16 14 11 8

KEY: 2 = Highly developed or implemented
1 = Met the minimum requirements
0 = Not implemented, out of compliance
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procedures for selecting students grades 3 through 6 for participation

in Special Emphasis, nor for tracking them following participation.

The 40-minutes per day required minimum of reading instruction

was met by all but the Michigan site. In this regard, it should be

noted that the Special Emphasis regulations did not specify how much

reading instruction was to be provided by the reading specialist- -only

that each student receive a minimum of 40 minutes per day and 20 to 30

minutes of teacher-directed instruction. Table 4,47 provides a summary

of the amount of time devoted to Special Emphasis and other reading

instruction in the respective schools.

Many of the treatment schools provided varying amounts of reading

instruction at individual grade levels. As Table 4.47 indicates, in

some sites reading was integrated into a Language Arts time block for

which the schools were unable to specify a precise amount of time for

each of the subjects included during the period.

Summer Reading Program

All sites designed and implemented summer schools which provided

intensive reading instruction along with complementary multi-activity

experiences. While the Michigan and California program operated under

restricted circumstances during one of the summers, the study team

was impressed with the amount of creativity and enthusiasm engendered

by project staff in each of the projectP. In 1978, attendance at the

summer programs ranged from 18% in California to 67% in Tennessee.

Louisiana and Tennessee were the only sites to attract more than half

of the total school enrollment. The average participation rate across

all sites was 37.5% in 1978 and 35.6% in 1979. Some of the more

interesting and engaging activities provided by the projects were:

Field trips to airports, bakeries, zoos, and a variety

of business-industry-recreation settings which provided

children with experiences which were used in language-

experience exercises related to reading instruction.
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Site

Louisiana

Michigan

Ohio

TABLE 4.47

INTENSITY OF READING INSTRUCTION

erimental School

Grade

1

2

3

4-6

1-2

3-5

1-2

3-6

Special Emphasis

Minutes) Grade

Cori arison School

Regular

Reading Instruction

Minutes

120

90

60

Tennessee

Texas

west Virginia

:alifornia

1

2

3

4-6

1-2

3-5

45,30*

45,35*

45,35*

45,35*

1-2 45

3 45

4 60

5 45

6 60

Grade

1

2

3

4-6

1-2

3 -5

1 -2

3 -6

1-6

Minutes

90

90

90

75

80

80
t

80

60

60

75

60

1-2

3-4

5-6

50

40*

30*

1-2

3-6

Selected students.

Includes other Language Arts such as spelling, grammar, and writing.
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An inexpensive bock distribution on an unspecified day

each week--designed to stimulate attendance at summer

school and the students' interest in book reading.

Gym and library activities which were integrated into

the reading curriculum by presenting learning activities

dealing with eye-hand coordination; following directions;

worlds of fantasy and creativity; and the relationships

between music, dance, song, and literature.

Preservice and Inservice Training

Preservice training for teacher and clerical aides and inservice

training for project staff and classroom teachers were held in all the
sites. Participation was voluntary except in Tennessee, Texas, and

California. Programs were designed and conducted by project staff

except in West Virginia. Three projects, Tennessee, Texas, and West

Virginia, utilized the services of an outside consultant; three of

the projects offered graduate credits for participation (Louisiana and

Michigan in 1977, and West Virginia in 1978 and 1979/. As a result of

participation in these sessions, some teachers continued graduate

course work and received graduate degrees. All sites had courses

which focused on diagnostic-prescriptive approaches to teaching read-

ing and several involved the development of mterials for teaching
reading.

Broad-Based Planning

As shown on Table 4.46,.only four of the seven sites undertook

what might generally be called broad-based planning for Special Emphasis
instruction. At the remaining three sites, planning of the project

was limited to school district officials, the project director, the

school principal, and the reading specialists. Only at the Tennessee

site was there evidence of the participation of community representa-

tives and parents in the planning of the Special Emphasis program. Only

three of the sites (Louisiana, Michigan, and West Virginia) identified
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measurable objectives for Special Emphasis. For the most part, ob-

jectives identified by local projects were process rather than outcome

objectives--a factor which may have limited the precision and direction

of the implementation.

Skill Mastery Record Keeping Systems

All Special Emphasis sites established skill mastery record

keeping systems for tracking student progress in reading skills and

charting the diagnostic-prescriptive approach. In California, the

system in the basal reading series was used. In others, commercial

reading management systems were used such as DISTAR (Tennessee and

Michigan), Precision Teaching (Louisiana), or Wisconsin Design (West

Virginia); in some sites (Mich4r,a, Ohio, Texas), locally-devised,

district-wide systems were used. In several instances, management

systems were in place prior to Special Emphasis.

Comparability of Special Emphasis and Comparison-Schools

Aside from the provisions for broad-based planning, the require-
ment for comparable treatment and comparison schools was most problematic.

Only one of the Special Emphasis sites, Michigan, had treatment and

comparison schools which ,sere truly comparable with respect to standard-

ized reading scores, size, demographics, instructional program, staff,
and facilities. Five of the sites--Louisiava, Ohio, Texas, West

Virginia, and California--were generally col..;:.- table. The Tennessee

schools lacked comparability with respect to student demographics,

standardized test scores, teacher experience, instructional programs,

and school facilities.

Project Administration

Project administration involved different combinations of per-

sonnel at each site, including LEA administrators, the Special Emphasis

project director, the treatment school principal, and one or more of

the reading specialists.
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Special Emphasis project directors represented a diverse group

of education professionals. All seven had many years of experience in

the field of education and were in recognized positions of leadership

in the district where they served as director of the Special Emphasis

Project.

Time devoted by project directors to Special Emphasis ranged from

5 to 40 hours per week. This time commitment varied according to the

additional job responsibilities assigned most project directors.

Within the extremes of 5 and 40 hours, three project directors spent

10 hours a week and two spent 20 hours a week on Special Emphasis

activities.

Four project directors were located offsite in their school

district's administrative offices (Louisiana, Michigan, Tennessee, and

Texas). In general, these directors provided less supervision of

project personnel and less guidance for program implementation. These

project directors typically assigned responsibility for ongoing pro-

ject activities to an individual located at the project school--a

principal or reading specialist. Offsite project directors seldom

vis!ted Special Emphasis classes. However, during their infrequent

site visits they observed classes or showed visitors around. The

primary functions of these directors in relation to the project read-

ing program were to set guidelines for the conduct of the program, to

provide inservice training, and to supply materials and staff.

Louisiana, it appears, was an e ception to this pattern. The

project director provided a great deal of direct supervision and was

onsite to observe on a weekly basis. The fact that this particular

project director developed the curriculum and materials used in the

Title I program at these schools perhaps explains the greater degree

of involvement and supervision evident at this site.
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At the remaining three sites--Ohio, West Virginia, and Cali-

fornia--which had the project director colocated with the project,
the director had greater supervisory presence. Weekly visits, fre-
quently for observation, were characteristic. Teachers and reading

specialists were in unanimous agreement that these directors assumed

an active role.

Project directors at all sites were responsible for establishing
positive, cooperative relationships with the schools involved in the
study. In the treatment schools, these relationships were nurtured

through classroom/lab visits, inservice training meetings and dis-
cussions, and availability for problem solving and technical assistance.
The effectiveness of the project director in establishing these relation-
ships was reflected in teacher attitudes toward the Special Emphasis
project, which will be addressed in Section 5, Project Outcomes.

Of particular concern was the relationship with comparison schools.
These schools received none of the programmatic benefits of the Special
Emphasis Project but were burdened by the semiannual testing and data
requirements. Positive relationships existed at three sites (Louisiana,
Tennessee, and Texas). The comparison school's staff at these sites

had a basic understanding of Special Emphasis and the role of the

comparison school. They received sufficient advance notification of
the, evaluation team's visits, proposed activities, and data require-
ments. On the other hand, resistance to the study team and Special

Emphasis Project staff was evident at sites where, the comparison

school felt uninformed. The staff at several schools refused

to cooperate with various aspects of the study .g., classroom teacher

'nistration of the SDRT, classroom observation, and questionnaire

response). Lack of information and appreciation for the study was not

limited to the comparison schools; similar conditions existed at some

treatment schools where teachers or reading specialists were not in-

volved in'the planning of the project.

4-119



Administrative support from the LEA for the Special Emphasis proj-

ects was not strong in all sites despite the fact that each school

district voluntarily sought Special Emphasis Federal funds. While there

was interest expressed in the project and in improving reading instruc-

tion on a district-wide basis, Special Emphasis was clearly not an LEA

priority undertaking at the majority of the sites. Two sites, Tennessee

and Texas, exhibited unflagging administrative support with respect to

space allocation, staffing, logistical and material support, timely

decisions, and responsiveness to the requirements of the evaluation.

CROSS SITE SUMMARY

In summary, the cross site analysis reveals the following findings:

Special Emphasis, as a reading intervention concept, was

implemented with varying objectives, staffing configurations,

and instructional approaches reported in the respective

si as.

All treatment schools utilized diagnostic-prescriptive

approaches to reading instruction which were based on skill

mastery systems and which were introduced through in-

service training sessions for teachers and reading spe-

cialists.

Aside from the diagnostic-prescriptive approach, perhaps

the most distinctive programmatic feature of Special

Emphasis in four of the sites was assigning the reading

specialists to teach in the regular classroom where the

specialist az-:'-'70?: as role model, lead teacher, and techni-

cal resource. 112z:se sites were Louisiana, Michigan,

Tennessee, and Texas.

Implementation data with respect to the Special Emphasis

Guidelines revealed compliance along all major dimensions

only in Louisiana and Texas. Ohio and California failed

to serve all first and second graders; Michigan failed to
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serve all eligible students (grades 3-6) as well as to provide

the 40 minutes of instruction. Broad-based planning was

not present in Michigan, West Virginia, and California.

A review of schools, programs, and e;t .,Le at characteristics

indicates broad comparability between the treatment and

comparison school in each site except Tennessee.

Admini: Itive configurations varied from site to site.

Strongest leadership appeared to be in Louisiana, Tennessee,

and Texas where LEA involvement and onsite educational

leadership were most evident.

As indicated in the implementation matrix in Table 4.46,

the highest degree of implementation of Special Emphasis

took place in Tennessee, Louisiana, and Texas. Common

characteristics among these three sites were: (1) strong

LEA support, (2) onsite management and leadership, (3)

educational leadership with respect to curriculum and

instruction, (4) staff development which was well attended

and received by the teachers, and (5) classroom teacher

participation in program planning.

These site-specific findings and cross-site comparisons provide

the context and the interpretive basis for the project outcomes which

are described in the next section.



SECTION 5

PROJECT OUTCOMES

INTRODUCTION

Three types of project outcomes are presented in this section:

Program Impact--Results of the covariance analysis of

"whole grade" ,_tohort gr,,,Ips, the covariance analysis of

"below mean" cohort groups, and the trend analyses of

students reading 1 or more years below grade level.

Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings--Results of the ques-

tionnaire surveys of teachers, students, and parents.

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis--The institutionalized

"carry over" of concepts, practices, and procedures in

the local site after the end of program funding.

For the analysis of program impact for each site, tabular summaries
are provided for the:

Covariance analyses of "whole grade" cohort groups for

project years 1977-78 and 1978-79 and the 1977-79 period.

Complete data for each site are contained in Appendix E.

Covariance analyses of "below mean" cohort groups for proj-

ect years 1977-78 and 1978-79. Complete data for each

site are contained in Appendix F.

Trend analyses of students reading 1 or more years below

grade level. Complete data for each site are contained

in Appendix D.

The analytic results for the whole grade groups apply to only those

lit-Identslelo comprise the analytic samples. Attention should be directed

to the results of the preliminary anallsIA to determine whether the

analytic results can be generalized to thf- participating student groups

as a whole. In particular, confidence in the representativeness of

the results will be limited by:
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Any non-comparability between the Special Emphasis aad

comparison groups along educationally relevant variables

(as described in Section 4).

The effects of attrition on the representativeness of the

students included in the analytic sample and the representa-

tiveness of their test scores in the analysis (see Appendixes

A, B, and D).

The influence of ceiling effects as they relate to the

over- or underestimation of growth in reading achievement

(as documented in Appendixes C and E.

The analytic results of the below mean analysis are presented

to support results for those students for whom the Special Emphasis

Program was intended. Caution must be exercised in their interpreta-

tion to the extent that:

The proportions of below mean students for the treatment

and comparison groups are not equal.

The below mean treatment and comparison groups show a preponderance

of negative measurement error in the score distributions.

A further discussion of the analytic methodology is contained in

Section 3, Appendix G, and Volume II.

For the analysis of attitudinal and behavioral findings, tabular

summaries are provided for questionnaire surveys of teachers, parents,

and students. The residual eff,5.cts of Special Emphasis ware documented

during onsite observations and interviews with project staff and were

noted in responses to specific open-ended questions on the classroom

teacher questionnaire.

A discussion of each of the. three types of project outcomes for

each site is contained in the following subsections. A cross site

summary concludes this section of the report.
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LOUISIANA

Summary

The ANCOVA performed for the "whole grade" cohort group revealed

statistically significant differences between the Special Emphasis and

the comparison groups in project year 1977-78 and 1978-79 at grades 2

and 5. The ANCOVA performed for the "below mean" cohort group indicated

statistically significant differences at grade 2 for 1977-78 and 1978-79

and also for grades 4, 5, and 6 in 1978-79. These differences may be

more a function of the large differences in the sample sizes between

Special Emphasis and comparison than any true differences between the

two groups. While more students in both treatment and comparison

schools tended to fall 1 or more years below level as they moved up

grade levels, the Special Emphasis school did not "lose ground" as much

as did the comparison school.

.Teacher perceptions of their students, their peers, and the

principal's reading-related attitudes and behaviors :showed in both

schools, but to a greater degree in the treatment school. Special

Emphasis school teachers were highly supportive of the Special Emphasis

Project.

The following subsections describe in detail tt....! project outcomes

for Louisiana.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in the Special Emphasis

and comparison schools in Louisiana is contained in Table 5.1, ANCOVA

Impact Summary. For project year 1977-78, statistically significant

differences is the adjusted posttest scaled scores were identified for
grades 2 and 5. In both instances, the adjusted posttest scaled scores
for the Special Emphasis group exceeded those of the comparison group.

In addition, the average observed change in grade equivalent for both

the second and fifth grade comparison groups was below the average

growth of .6 years expected fo7 low achieving students. The average

observed change in grade equivalents for second and. fifth grade Special

Emphasis groups was .8 and 1.1 years, respectively.
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to

Slte: LOUISIANA

PROJECT YEAR

1977-.1918__
Grade Sig. Direction Change

Initial School of of in
Year ..11pact

S.E. 10,82 < .01 S.E.C,
+0.5

S.E.
3 N.S.

C.

4 N.S.
S.E.

+1.2

S.E.
5

C.
.02 S.E.

+0.5

+0.9

+0.2

6 S'E' N.S.
G.

+1,0

40.8

TABLE 5.1

ANCOVA IMPACT SUMMARY

Grade

Initial School

Year

2

3

4

c.

S.E.

C.

S.E.

C.

WHOLE GRADE

'RDJECT YEAR

1918 -1919

Sig. Direction Change

of

.04

H.S.

N.S.

of

lm fact

S.E.

in

Equiv.

+0.9

i0.6

+0.9

+1,2

+0.9

+0.9

5
S.E.

C.
.01 S.E.

.40.9

+0.1

Uue to error in coding grade 4 spring 1977 SDRT.

6
S.CE.

N.S.
+1,5

+0.9

BELOW GRADE MEAN

PROJECT YEAR

Grade Ag. Direction Change Grade

Initial School of of l in Initial
Year F Impact Gr, Eqtiv, Year

2
S.E.

c,

S.E.
3

C.

li

5

6

ica

S.E.

c.

S.E.

C.

<.01 +1.0

+0.5

N.S.

N,S.

N,S.

ft*
+0.8

41.0

40.5

+0.6

+0,6

0

+0.5

3

4

5

6

PNOJECT YEARS

1971 -1919

Grade Sig Direction
ftelartial School of of

SCE.

2

3

5

S.E.

C.

S.E.

C.

S.E.

C.

0
S.E.

C,

NIA

.02 S.E.

H.S.

No A alysi3 Pos

Change

in

gr..

+1.8

41.7

+1.9

+2.2

.lblet

.02 S.E.

PROJECT YEAR

1978-1979

School

S.E,

C,

S,E.

C.

S.E.

C,

S.E.

C.

Sig. Direction Change

of of in

F Impact
GELISAv.

.02 S,E,
>42.1

H.S.

,05

<.01

S.E.

C.
.0l

S .E.

S.E.

S.E.

+0,5

10.9

+0.9

+0.6

+0.4

+0.1

+1.0

10.3
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For project year 1978-79, a statistically significant difference

in adjusted posttest scaled scores was again identified for grades 2

and 5. In both these instances, the performance of the Special Emphasis

groups exceeded that of the corresponding comparison groups. The

average observed change in grade equivalent was .9 years for grade 2

and grade 5 Special Emphasis groups. For the comparison groups, the

average change in grade equivalent was .6 and .1 for grades 2 and 5,

respectively. Attention should be directed to the presence of serious

ceiling effects (refer to Tables E.1 and E.2 in Appendix E) for the

grade 2 posttest scores and the grade 5 pretest scores for both the

1977-78 and the 1978-79 project years leading to an underestimate of

observed change in grade equivalent for grade 2 and an overestimate

of the observed change in grade equivalent for grade 5.

For the 1977-79 period, statistically significant differences in

adjusted posttest scaled scores were identified for the grade 3 and

grade 6 "whole grade" groups. The grade identified is the grade com-

pleted in spring 1979. For grade 3, the observed change in grade

equivalent was 1.8 years for the Special Emphasis group and 1.7 years

for the comparison group. For grade 6, the observed change in grade

equivalent was 2.2 years for the Special Emphasis group and 1.2 years

for the comparison group. It should be noted that serious ceiling

effects were encountered for the grade 6 pretest (refer to Table E.3

in'Appendix E) indicating that tte observed change in grade equivalent

is an overestimate of the true change.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

For project year 1977-78, the ANCOVA indicated a significant

difference in the adjusted posttest scores for the grade 2 Special

Emphasis and comparison "below mean" groups (refer to Table 5.1,

ANCOVA Impact Summary). This result parallels the result for the

"whole grade" analysis for grade 2 for project year 1977-78. The

Special Emphasis "below mean" group had an average observed change in

grade equivalent of 1.0 years compared to .8 years for the grade 2

"whole grade" group. The grade 2 comparison "below mean" group had
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an observed change in grade equivalent of .5 years, the same as its

corresponding "whole grade" group. It should be noted (refer to Table

F.1 in Appendix F) that the mean pretest scaled score for the grade 2

Special Emphasis group was substantially less than that for the grade 2

comparison group (230 vs. 273) and that the sample sizes for all Special

Emphasis "below mean" groups were between 13 and 19 studets.

For project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA indicated significant

differences in adjusted posttest scaled scores for grades 2, 4, 5,

and 6. In each instance, the performance of the Special Emphasis

"below mean" group exceeded that of the corresponding comparison

group. It should be noted that for the " whole grade" groups, there

were similar statistically significant differences for grades 2 and

5.

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Table 5.2, Trend Analysi_ of Students Reading 1 or More Years

Below Grade Level, combines data from Tables D.1 through D.3 in Appendix

D to provide a trend analysis of the percentage of students in grade

cohorts reading 1 or more years below grade level in 1977, 1978, and 1979.

TABLE 5.2

TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: LOUISIANA

Treatment School Comparison School

Grade
Spring

1977
Spring Spring
1978 1979

Spring Spring Spring
1977 1978 1979

2

J
_4

X Z Z z- z z
17 8 11 19 12 7

1922 N%%%%., 29 .*%...\,,..22.__ 23 ....', 17 '..,
57 ----,

'.."...,
59 34 53 ........."2N. 51 '**N,.. 39

63 48 .s.s.,,. 63 62 65 -1N,\.,.. 70
59 69 49 55 '.....\,, 56 ._*, \... 62

School Total 37 37 31 35 32 32
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In almost all cases, as students progress in grade level, a larger

percentage of students read more than 1 year below grade level. Over the

period 1977-79, there is a decrease in the percentage of second grade

students reading 1 or more years below grade level; from 17% to 11% in

the treatment school and from 19% to 7% in the comparison school.

Table 5.3, Numbers of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade

Level, shows that overall a greater number of students tested at both

points (spring to spring) were reading 1 or more years below level by

the end of the project year than at the beginning of the project year.

For the Special Emphasis school, there was a 5-6% increase each year

from 38% to 43% in 1977-78 and from 34% to 40% in 1978-79; for the com-

parison schools, a 6% increase from 29% to 35% and a 9% increase from

25% to 34% in 1977-78 and 1978-79, respectively. The Special Emphasis

students do not appear to be falling 1 or more years below grade as

rapidly as the comparison school students.

TABLE 5.3

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL
Site: LOUISIANA

:1. Total students tested at
both points*

I 177 170

Treatment School Comparison School!
Project Year i Proiect Year

1977-78 1978-79 1977-73 1975 -7S1

335 387

13einning of Project rear

V. No. students tested > 1 year
below 3radet

13. Z of coral students
(line 2/line 1)

lEnd of Project Year

i4. No. students tested > 1 year
below gradei

15. % of total students
(line 4/line 1)

68 57 98 96

38% 34% 29% 25% 1

76 69 116 130

43% Zo:)% 35% 34%

*
Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79
4

'Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

5-7 166



Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Changes in reading-related attitudes and behaviors were investi-

gated in 1978 and 1979. The major findings of this investigation are

reported for the various response groups below.

Teachers

Teachers at the Special Emphasis schools reported positive

reading attitudinal and behavioral change on the part of

their students in 1978 and in 1979. Improvement in the

attitudes of their colleagues and principal was also

reported each year. (Tables 5.4 and 5.5)

At the comparison school, a more positive change in student

attitudes and behaviors and colleague and principal atti-

tudes were reported in 1979 than 1978. (Tables 5.4 and 5.5)

Teachers at the Special Emphasis schools reported no major

problems as a result of their participation in this project.

Minor concerns included the feeling that reading was empha-

sized at the expense of other programs and conflict between

teachers and reading specialists. (Table 5.6)

Comparison school teachers expressed considerable resentment

towards the project in 1978. This abated in 1979. (Table

5.6)

Students and Parents

In 1979, differences were observed in reading attitudes and

behaviors between the Special Emphasis and comparison-schools

third graders. (Table 5.7)

In 1978 and 1979, little difference was observed in the data

from fourth, fifth, and sixth graders at the Special Emphasis

and comparison schools. (Table 5.8)

In 1978 and 1979, no significant differences were noted in

the Special Emphasis and comparison parent groups. (Table

5.9)
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No comparisons of attitudes and behaviors of grade 3 students can

be made for 1978 because student surveys were not received from the

Special Emphasis schools.

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

While school district officials have some problem distinguishing

the benefits derived from Special Emphasis from those derived from

their Title I Precision Teaching System, they claimed that some of the

lessons learned in Special Emphasis will be carried over in Title I.

Special Emphasis as a total approach, however, will not be carried

over due to the expense involved.

School principals observed that the Special Emphasis Program

enhanced their teachers' instructional capability. Responding to the

growing teacher concern for diagnosing skills and grouping students, all

first graders will undergo diagnostic testing for placement. School

staff also felt that Special Emphasis made a breakthrough in getting

parents Imvolved in signing completed worksheets.

Several project staff pointed to the potential for further carry

over owing to the appointment of one of the project reading specialists

to the position of curriculum coordinator for the school district.

Seventy-three percent of the teachers felt certain that Special

Emphasis had influenced their performance--in individualizing approaches

in focusing on specific skill development, and in the use of materials

and techniques.
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TABLE 5.4

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES*

Site: LOUISIANA

School: SPECIAL WHAM

Teachers'
Effect

sessment of:

Positive
Change

2

No

Change
%

Negative
Change

%

Cannot
Tell
2

No
Response

Z

IStud=cs' attitudes
toward reading

1978 92 8 I -
1979 91 - 9 - -

Teachers' attitudes toward
reading Instruction

1978 100 - - - -

1979 100 - - - -

Principals' attitudes
toward reading program

1978 100 - - -

1979 91 - - - 9

School: COMPARISON

Effect
Teachers'
Liamtsament of:

Positive
Change

Z

No
Change

Z

Negative Cannot
I Change Tell

z Z

No
Response

2

!Students' attitudes
;toward reading

1978 43 19 5 - 33

1979 77 12 i 12 -

Teachers' attitudes toward
reading instruction

1978 38 24 5 - 33

1979 65 23 4 4 4

attitudes
oward reading program

1978 43 24 - - 33

1979 54 12 - 31 4

Non - response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
1CJZ.

1f9
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TABLE 5.5

TEACHERS ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

Site: LOUISIANA

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Teachers' Effect
Assessment of
Student Reading Behaviors

Positive
Change

z

No
Change
z

Naga arvs

Change
z

Cannot
Tell
z

No
Response

z

Time spent reading
Lin class

1978 83 8 - -

1979 100 - - - -

'Time spent reading
outside of class

1978 58 17 - - 25

1979 82 9 - 9 -
Library and/or
classroom book usage

1978 100 - -

1979 100 - - - -

School: COMPARISON

'Teatime' Effect
Assessment of
Student Reading Behaviors

Positive
Chang*

%

No 'Negative
Change Change

z z

Cannot
Tall
z

No
Response

z
Ti as spent reading
lin class

1978 43 1 19 - - 38

1979 p9 8 - 4
LIU& spent reading
utside of class

1978 33 24 - - 43

1979 58 4 - 39 -
ibrary and/or
classrooa book usage

1978 48 14 - - I 38

1979 92 - - I 8 -

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above



TABLE 5.6

TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT

Site: LOUISIANA

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Year
Major
Problem

Minor
Problem

Not A
Problem

Teacher dissatisfaction with
project objectives

1978 8 84

1979 9 91

Conflict between project objectives and
other district objectives

1978 92

1979 91

Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 25 67

1979 9 82

Conflict between teachers and reading
specialists

__.

1978 8 84

1979 18 82

School: COMPARISON

Year
Major
Problem

%

Minor
Problem

%

Not A
Problem

Teacher resentment of administering
tests to students not benefiting
from the project

1978 24 29 24

1979 8 12 77
Teacher resentment of extra work without
receiving new materials or other support

1978 29 24 24

1979 15 35 43

Parental complaints about
testing

1978 5 71

1979 15 77

Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 14 10 43

1979 4 19 69

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



TABLE 5.7

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3

Site: LOUISIANA

Year: 1978

School Yes

2

Some-
times
2

No

2

,Reading is fun

Special
Emphasis

Comparison 50 46 3

I like to read during
my free time

Special
Emphasis

_

Comparison 59 36 4

I like my reading class
Special
Emphasis

_ _ -

Comparison 63 25 11

I read only when
I have. to

Special
Emphasis

_ _

Comparison 55 22
.

22

Year: 1979

. School

, .

Yes
%

Some-.
times

_%
No
IL--

2
Reading is fun

Special
Emphasis 84 14

Comparison 76 13 3

I like to read eing
my free time

Special
Emphasis 34 52 14

Comparison 60 25 6

I like my feading class

Special
Emphasis 48 39 14

Comparison 63 19 9

I read only when
I have to

Special
Emphasis 21 52 27

Comparison 52 8 31

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.8

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6

Site: LOUISIANA

Year: 19 78

Reading Attitudes School Yes
%

Some-
Times

z
No

% .

Do you like to read?
Special
Emphasis 54 40 4

Comparison 49 48 2

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 73 19 6

Comparison 79 4 17
A

Reading Habits -School
0

%

1-5 6+

z z

1

How many hours do you spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
Emphasis 25 61 14

Comparison
Special
Emphasis

23

11

56 21

36 53How many books have you
read during the past month?

Comparison

-

7 44 49

Year: 1979

Reading Attitudes School Yes
%

Some-
Times

z
No
z

Do you like.to read?
Special
Emphasis 54 42 4

Comparison 50 44 2

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 94 1 5

Comparison 89 3 8

Reading Habits .School
0

'%

1-5

%

6+.

%
How many hours do you spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
Emphasis 25 57 18

Comparison 13 70 17

How many books have you
read during the past month?

Special
Emphasis 5 35 60

Comparison 6 18 76

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABI., 5.3

SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY

Site: LOUISIANA

Year: 1978

School Yes
%

No
%

Cannot
Say
%

Does your child share books
with you or your family?

Special
Emp ha sis 71 23 5

Comparison,
Special
Emphasis

75

30

19

52

,

4

16
Does the school set up
parent/teacher conferences?

Comparison 30 55 12

Have you worked as a
volunteer in your child's
school this year?

Special
Emphasis

Comparison

4 77 2

9 76 2

Year: 1979

. School Yes
%

No
%

Cannot
Say
%

Does your child share books
with you or your family?

Special
Emphasis 82 15 2

Comparison 88 9 1

Does the school set up
parent/teacher conferences?

Special
_mbasis--E 47 31 20

Comparison 40 37 2)

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



Summary

The covariance analyses of reading comprehension test scores

revealed no consistent patterns of differences between the Special

Emphasis and comparison groups. Significant differences were observed

in two instances in the "whole grade" analysis and in two instances in

the "below mean" analysis. In each of these cases, the findings favored

the comparison school.

Teacher perception of positive attitudinal change among students

and peera ;:as high in both schools in 1978 and slightly lower in 1979.

Teacher perception of students' reading behaviors was similar for both.

schools in 1978, but slightly higher in the the comparison school in

1979. There were no observed carry over effects from Special Emphasis

in Michigan.

Project outcomes for the Michigan site are further described in

the following subsections.

Covariance Analysis -of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

Table 5.10, ANCOVA Impact Summary, provides a summary of data

contained in the ANCOVA tables shown in Appendixes E and F.

As can be seen in Table 5.10, there were no statistically signi-

ficant differences between the Special Emphasis and comparison schools

for 1977-78.

For project year 1978-79, statistically significant differences

in the adjusted posttest scaled scores were identified in grades 3 and

5. In each case, the adjusted posttest scaled scores for the comparison

group were higher than those for the Special Emphasis group. At the

grade 3 level, the average observed change in grade equivalent was 1.0

for the Special Emphasis group and 1.3 for the comparison group. At

thq grade 5 level, the comparison group achieved an average observed

5-17
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Site: MICHIGAN

Grade

Initial

Year

PROJECT &

TABLE SAO

ANCOVA IMPACT SUMMARY

WHOLE GRADE

PROJECT YEAR
PROJECT YEARS

1911-1913 1918 -1919
1977-1979

School

Sig,

of

F

Direction

of

Impact

Change

in

Cr, Equiv.

Grade

Initial

Year

School

Sig.

of

F

Direction

of

Impact

Change

in

Cr. Equiv.

Grade

Initial

Year

School

Sig.

of

F

Direction

of

Im act

Change

in

Cr. Equiv,

S.E.
N.S.

+0.5

40.5
2

S.E.

C.

+0.8

+0,7

2
S.E.

C.
NIA

S.E.
N.S,

+1.0

+0.9

S,E.

C.
.02 C.

+1.0

+1,3

S.E.

C.
H.S.

+1.6

+1.8

S.E,

C.
N.S,

+0.6

+0.7

6.E.

C.
N.S.

+0.1

+0.5

S.E.

C.
N.S.

+1.1

+1.5

S.E.

C.
N,S. .0 I.

0

-0.1

S.E.

C, .01 C.
0

+0,6

S,E,

C.
N.S. .14

+0,C

+0.9

S,E.

C. N, S,
+0.9

+1.0

S.E.

C, NIA
S.E,,

C.

BEIN GRADE MEAN

PROJECT YEAR

1977-1978

Grade Sig. Direction Change Grade

Initial School of of in Initial

Year I Impact Cr. Equiv, Year

2
C.

N.S,

,02
C.

S.E.

C.

+0.6

+0,6

C,
+0,8

+1.0

2

+0,4

+0,5

S.E.
N.S.

C.,..,.1.
0

+0.1

S.E.
N.S. -

C.

40.7

+0.6

3

5

6

PROJECT YEAR

1918 -1919

School

Sig.

of

F

Direction

of

Impact

Change

in

Cr. Equiv.,

+0.9

+0.9

S.E.

C.
U.S.

S,E,

C.
N.S.

+0.9

+1.0

S.E.

C,
N.S.

+0.3

40.4

C,
.04 C.

-0.1

40.3

S.E.

C.
NIA



change in grade equivalent of .6 (the expectation level for "low achieving"

students) and the Special Emphasis students achieved an average observed

change in grade equivalent of O. Ceiling effects present in the pre-

and posttest scores for both grade 3 groups preclude any meaningful

interpretation of gain. Similarly, ceiling effects in the grade 5

pretest scores result in an overestimation of observed change in grade

equivalent at that level.

For the 2-year period, 1977-79, there were no statistically signi-

ficant differences between the Special Emphasis and comparison groups.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

Focusing on those students scoring below the mean on the prestest

for project year 1977-78, there was a statistically significant differ-

ence favoring the comparison school for grade 3. For the "below mean"

comparison group, there was an average observed change in grade equiva-

lent of 1.0; while for the Special Emphasis "below mean" group the

average observed change was .8 years. The ANCOVA did not produce a

statistically significant difference for the "whole grade" grade 3

groups.

In project years 1978-79, theretas a statistically significant

difference favoring the comparison "below mean" group for grade 5.

This finding parallels the ANCOVA outcomes for the "whole grade" group

for the same project year. In this instance, the comparison school

students had an average observed change in grade equivalent of .3 years

vs. .1 for the Special Emphasis "below mean" group.

Trend Anal sis of Students Read4n 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Data on numbers of students reading 1 or more years below grade

level (which is detailed is Appendix D) are summarized in Table 5.11.

These data provide a trend analysis of the percentage of students in

grade cohorts reading 1 or more years below grade level in 1977, 1978,

and 1979.

5-19
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TABLE 5.11

TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: MICHIGAN

Treatment School Comoarison School

Grade
Spring
1977

Spring Spring
1978 1979

Spring Spring
1977 1978

Spring
1979

z z z

2 19 11 4 28 25 8

_3 26 25 18 24 %%."... 20 20

4 55 58 57 55 44 60

71 70 76 84 77 63

65 71 ''``,, N/A 7---"-, 76 N/A

School Total 38 37 31 44 40 29

Overall, the rate of students falling below grade is similar for

both schools. The drop in total percentage of students below grade

level appears to be related to the entry of students who were not pre-

viously tested and the exit of students no longer in the program. Second

grade students in each school did progressively better each year, with

the 1979 second graders in the comparison school having far fewer stu-

dents below level than the second graders the year before.

Table 5.12, Number of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below

Grade Level, shows that overall for students tested both at the begin-

ning and end of each project year a greater percentage/were reading 1 or

more years below grade level at the end of the project year than at the

beginning of the project year. In 1977-78, the percentage of students

reading 1 or more years below grade rose by 11% from 33% to 44% in the

Special Empha3is school and by 12% from 35% to 47%, in the comparison

school. In 1978-79, both schools experienced a 12% increase in the

number of students reading 1 or more years below grade level. The

rate at which students are falling 1 or more years below grade level

is similar for both the treatment and comparison schools.
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TABLE 5.12

NUMBER OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: MICHIGAN

Treatment School Comparison Schooli
Project Year Project Year

1. Total students tested at
both points*

1977-78 1973 -79 1977 -73 1973-791

391 338 308 267

Beginning of ?roiect Year

131 75 109 57

2. No. students tested > 1 year
below grade'

3. Z of total students
(line 2/line 1) 33% 22% 35% 21%

End of Project Year

172 115 145 89

4. No. students tested > 1 year
below gradei

5. C of total students
(line 4/line 1) 44% 34%

Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

'Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79

3Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Survey data regarding reading attitudes and behaviors was analyzed

for 1978 and 1979. A summary of the major findings from the various

respondent groups is presented below.

Teachers

In 1978, student reading attitudes and behaviors improved

at the Special Emphasis school. Comparison school teachers

also reported positive changes in students. In 1979,

improvement in student attitudes and behaviors were again

reported although the percentage of teachers reporting such

change dropped. (Tables 5.13 and 5.14)
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In 1978, teachers' attitudes showed improvement at the Special

Emphasis and comparison school. A drop in teacher percep-

tion of change occurred in 1979. (Table 5.13)

In 1978 and 1979, not all teachers at the Special Emphasis

school were happy with Special Emphasis. The most frequently

mentioned concerns were conflict between teachers and read-

ing specialists and dissatisfaction with project objectives.

(Table 5.15)

In 1978 and 1979, comparison school teachers resented the

testing and additional work Special Emphasis imposed upon

them. (Table 5.15)

Students and Parents

In 1978, data from Special Emphasis and comparison school

third graders show divergent reading attitudes and behaviors.

(Table 5.16)

In 1979, data from Special Emphasis and comparison school

third graders suggest they were more similar in reading

attitudes and behaviors. (Table 5.16)

In 1978 and 1979, Special Emphasis and comparison school

fourth, fifth, and sixth graders have similar reading

attitudes and behaviors. (Table 5.17)

In 1978 and 1979, parent survey data show only slight

differences in parent responses from the Special Emphasis

and comparison schools. (Table 5.18)

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

The project school in Michigan appears to be devoid of residual

effects from Special Emphasis. In retrospect, neither district adminis-

trators nor school staff were able to identify any specific carry

over in policies, procedures, or practices as a result of Special

Emphasis. This situation may well reflect the lack of planning, direc-

tion, and district commitment which was apparent to the study team

during the course of this evaluation.
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TABLE 5.13

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

Site: MICHIGAN

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Effect1Teachers

'Assessment of:

Positive
Change

%

No
Change

%

Negative
Change

%

Cannot
Tell
%

No

I Response
1 %

Students' attitudes
toward reading

1978 84 8 A -
1979 53 29 - 12

Teachers' attitudes toward
reading instruction

1978 64 32 4 - -

1979 47 41 6 - 6

Principals' attitudes
toward reading program

1978 24 16 - I - 60

1979 24 24 - 41 12

School: COMPARISON

Effect
!Teachers'
1Asseisment of:

Positive
Change

%

No

Change
%

Negative
Change

z

Cannot No
Tall Response
% %

Students' attitudes
'toward reading

1978 91 10 - - -

1979 61 17 - 17 6

!Teachers' attitudes toward
reading instruction

1978 71 19 - - 10

1979 44 12 - 22 11

Principals' attitudes
toward reading program

1978 19 29 - - 52

1979 17 22 - 50 11

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
100%.



TABLE 5.14

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS*

Site: MICHIGAN

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Teachers' Effect
Assessment of
Student Reading Behaviors

Positive
Change

%

No

Change
%

Negative
Change

%

Cannot
Tell
%

No

Response
Z

Time spent reading
in class

1978 72 28 - - -

1979 47 47 - - 6

Time spent reading
outside of class

1978 44 36 - 20 -

1979 35 35 - 24

Library and/or
classroom book usage

1978 68 20 - 12 -

.979 53 35 - 6

School: COMPARISON

'Teachers' Effect

!Assessment of
Student Reading Behaviors

Positive
Change

%

No Negative !Cannot No
Change Change I Tell llesponselI

% % %

'Time spent reading
tin class

1978 81 5 1 - - 14

1979 78 11 - 6 6

Time spent reading
liclumside of class

1978 57 14 - I - 29

1979 61 17 - 17 i 6

I.Itrary and/or
;classroom book usage
1

1978 90 5 - I - 5

1979 61 11 - 11 16

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
100%.



TABLE 5.15

TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT *,

Site: MICHIGAN

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Year
Major

Problem
%

Minor
Problem

%

Not A
Problem

%

Teacher dissatisfaction with
project objectives

1978 8 36 52

1979 12 18 65

Conflict between project objectives and
other district objectives

1978 - 24 72

1979 6 29 59

Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 8 32 56

1979 6 24 59

Conflict between teachers and reading
specialists

1978 12 44 36

1979 35 59

School: COMPARISON

Year
Major
Problem

Minor
Problem

Not A
Problem

%
Teacher resentment of administering
tests to students not benefiting
from the project

1978 43 10 29

1979 - 22 56
Teacher resentment of extra work without
receiving new materials or other support

1978 43 10 24

1979 6 39 17

Parental complaints about
testing

1978 - 10 52

1979 - 11 72

Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 10 5 57

1979 6 11 67

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



TABLE 5.16
*

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3

Site: MICHIGAN

Year: 1978

School Yes

%

Some-
times
%

No

%

Reading is fun

Special
Emphasis 67 28 5

Comparison 46

--

48 1

I like to read during
my free time

Specials
70 70 28 2

Comparison 70 23 2

LIikd my reading class
Special
Emphasis 78 17 5

Comparison 62 30 3

I read only when
I have, to

Special
Emphasis 49 29 21

Comparison 21 19 56

Year: 1979

School Yes
%

Some-
times

%
No
%

Reading is fun
Special
Emphasis 75 16 3

Comparison
Special
Emphasis

79

44

20

38 11I like to read during
my free time

48 39 13_Comparison

I like my reading class

Special
Emphasis 59 25 10

Comparison 79 16 5

I read only when
I have to

Special
Emphasis 46 23 25

Com.arison 19 27 54

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.17

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6
*

Site: MICHIGAN

Year: 1978

Reading Attitudes School Yes
%

Some-
Times

%
No
%

Do you like to read?
Special
Emphasis 58 41 1

Comparison- 65 33 0

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 78 13 7

Comparison

r-

82 11
amilmmmmmmum

1-5

4

6+
Reading Habits School

0

How many hours do you spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
Emphasis 18 61 20

Comparison 23 61 12

How many books have you
read during the past month?

Special
Emphasis 7 29 63

Comparison 5 39 52

Year: 1979

Reading Attitudes School Yes
%

Some-
Times

%
No

%_

Do you like to read?

.

Special
Emphasis 53 44 2

Comparison 51
,

43 2

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 89 - 10

Comparison 91 - 4

Reading Habits School
0 1-5 6+

How many hours do you spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
Emphasis 19 66 15

Comparison 22 62 11

How many books have you
read during the past month?

Special
5 27 67.Emphasis

Comparison 9 38 46

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.18

SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY !'

Site: MICHIGAN

Year: 1978

School Yes
%

No
z

Cannot
Say
%

Does your child. share books
with you or your family?

Special

Emphasis 81 14 4

Comparison
Special
Emphasis

82

81

14

14

3

Does the school set up
parent/teacher conferences?

C...arison 77 14

Have you worked as a
volunteer in your child's
school this year?

Special
Emphasis 12 76 1

..arison 7 75

Year 1979

School Yes
%

No
z

Cannot
Say
%

Does your child share books
with you or your family?

Special
Emphasis 86 7 5

Comparison 88

Does the school set up
parent/teacher conferences?

Special
E.hasis 89

Comparison 82 9 7

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



OHIO

Summary

The ANCOVA performed for the Ohio project showed virtually no

significant differences during project year 1977-78. The one exception

was in savor of the Special Emphasis school in the analysis of students

scoring below the mean on the pretest. Over the course of the 1977-78

project year, however, a smaller percentage of students in the compari-

son school than the Special Emphasis school fell 1 or more years below

grade level in reading. As previously discussed in Section 4, the Ohio

project was not evaluated for the 1978-79 project year.

Comparison school teachers reported slightly more positive atti-

tudinal and behavioral changes with respect to reading than did the

treatment school teachers. Resentment regarding participation in the

Special Emphasis evaluation was high among comparison school teachers.

In spite of LEA problems which plagued the project throughout its imple-

mentation, the instructional model used in Special Emphasis is nn.,

being maintained for use in other district schools.

The following subsections present a review of project outcomes

at the Ohio site.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in the Special Emphasis

and comparison schools in Ohio is contained in Table 5.19, ANCOVA Impact

Summary. As shown by this table, there were no statistically signifi-

cant differences in project year 1977-78 for the "whole grade" cohort

groups.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

For the "below mean" ANCOVA, a significant difference was evident

only at grade 6 in which the adjusted mean posttest scaled score for

the Special Emphasis group exceeded the score f'r the comparison school

group. The average observed change in grade equivalent was 1.6 years

5-29 1 88



Slte: 01110

Grade

Initial

Year

6

189

PNOJECT YEAR

1977-1918

Sig. Direction

School of of

_1.5.9ct

S.C.

C.

S.E.

C.

S.E,

S.E,

C.

S.E.

C.

H.S.

N.S.

N.S.

N.S.

H.S.

Change

in

+0.6

+0.6

+1.2

+1.4

+0.4

+0.5

-0,2

-O.

+1.6

+1.4

TABLE 5,19

ANCOVA IMPACT SUMMARY

Grade

Initial School

Year

WHOLE GRADE

PROJECT YEAR

100-1919

51g. Direction

of of

F Impact

NIA

NIA

NIA

N/A

NIA

thange

in

Cr. EttiL

Grade
Sig. Direction Change

Initial School of of in

Year
F.._

S.E.
2 NIA

C.

3

4

5

6

C.

S.E.

C.

S.E,

C,

S.E.

C.

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

BELOW GRADE MEAN

PROJECT YEAR
PROJECT YEAR

19111118_
1910-1919

Grade fig. Direction Change Grade Sig. Direction
Initial School of of in Initial School of of
Year F Impact Gr. E110v Year F aigact

S.E.
10,6 S,E.2 N.S. 2 NIAN.S.

C.
10.5 C.

3

4

5

6

S.E.

C.

S.E.

C.

S.E.

S.E.

C.

N.S.

N.S.

N.S.

,04 S.E,

11,2

+1.0

+0.2

10.3

-0.3

+0.2

+1.6

41.6

N/A

NIA

NIA

Change

in

Gr, Equiv.

190



for the Special Emphasis "below mean" group and 0.6 for comparison "below

mean" group. The relatively small sample of "below mean" students (refer

to Appendix F) at this grade should, however, be noted.

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Because the Ohio site did not participate in the study after 1977-78

a multi-year trend analysis is not possible. Table 5.20 illustrates

the percentages of students at each grade who were reading 1 or more

years below level in 1977-78.

TABLE 5.20

TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: OHIO

Treatment School Comoarison School
Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring

Grade 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
Z .

. z . Z .
.

%

2 18 N/A N/A ..1 14 N/A N/A

i 29 '%'%"*.,. N/A /A 17 N''N%...,, N/A ..'''"\, N/A

4 34 N'N\,. N/A "- ,/A 58 ."*...... N/A '''..\.. N/A

-1 43 ...'"N. N/A '", N/A _ 70 .....:`,1... N/A **%**t".,, N/A

_6 40 ..."'., N/A "-,. N/A 47 '.'..*%.,. N/A ''''.....\_ N/A

School Total 27 N/A N/A 32 N/A N/A

During project year 1977-78, the percentage of students in the

comparison school reading 1 or more years below grade level at the

beginning and end of the project year did not increase at the same

rate as in the Special Emphasis school. As Table 5.21 shows, only

5% more of the comparison school students read 1 or more years below

level, from 287 to 33%, that year compared with 14%, from 23% to 37%,

of the treatment school students. The bulk of this increase occurred

at the grade 5 level (refer to Table D.7 in Appendix D).
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TABLE 5.21

NUMBER OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: OHIO

Treatment School 'moarison School!
Project Year Proiect Year

. Total students tested at
both points*

1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-791

175 N/A 145 N/A

Beeinnine of Project Ycar

40 N/A 40 N/A

2. No. students testes; > 1 year
below grader

3. % of total students
(line 2 /line 1) 23% N/A 28% N/A

End of Project Year

65 N/A 48 N/A

4. No. students tested > 1 year
below grades

5. % of total students
(line 4/line 1) 37% N/A 33% N/A

Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79

3Spri:sg 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Because the Special Emphasis evaluation was not continued during

1978-79 in Ohio, no observations regarding attitudinal and behavioral

changes can be made. Based upon the data collected in 1978 several

comments can be made.

Comparison school teachers were more positive regarding

reading attitudes and Lehaviors than Special Emphasis

school teachers. (Tables 5.22 and 5.23)

Comparison school teachers expressed resentment over their

involvement in the Special Emphasis Project. (Table 5.24)
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Special Emphasis school teachers expressed concern that

reading was being emphasized at the expense of other program

areas. (Table 5.24)

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

In spite of its problems in implementing and sustaining Special

Emphasis, the Ohio site managed to derive permanent benefits from the

project. The language experience approach to reading instruction,

which was the philosophical core of their Special Emphasis model, is

being implemented at the new magnet schools designed to be a positive

force in the district's desegregation efforts. It seems evident that

an underlying factor in this carry over was the district's intention,

from the outset of the project, to replicate the model piloted in

Special Emphasis.



TABLE 5.22

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

Site: OHIO

School: SPEC/AL EMPHASIS

Effect 1 Positive
leachers'

I
Change

Assessment of: %
:

Students' attitudes
: 1978 i 70

:toward reading
! 1979

No 'Negative 'Cannot, No !

Change I
;

Change ! Tell 1 Responsei
Z : z . .4 4 ;

i
I

30 -

Teachers' attitudes toward 1978 60 30
; 10

reading instruction
1979

I

Principals' attitudes
! 1978 30 20 I I 50

toward reading program
1 1979

School: cozeAnsoN

Effect
Teachers'
Assessment of:

?osicive
Change

:Negative
Change : Change

%

Cannot ; No
Tell Response:

Students' attitudes
,coward reading

i 1978 100
I

1979

Teachers' attitude.; toward
:reading instruction

1978 36 14

1979 - _

Principals' attitudes
toward reading program

i 1978 57
i 14 . 29

1979 .

- :

*
Non-response or rounding ecimates are responsible for row totals below or above
100%.
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TABLE 5'.23

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

Site: OHIO

School: SPECIAL MIPBASIS

[Teachers' Effect
Assessment of
Student Reading Behaviors

Positive
Change

2

No

Change
2

Negative
Change

2

Cannot
Tall
2

No

Response
Z

Time spent reading
in class

1978 60 30 10

1979 - - _ _

Time spent reading
outside of class

1978 20 20 - - 60

1979 - - - - -

Library and/or
classrooa book usage

1978 60 30 - - 10

- - -

School: CUMPARISON

Teachers' Effect

Assessment of
Student Readin Behaviors

Positive
Change
2

No Negative
Change I Change
2 . 2

Cannot
Tell
2

No
Response

2

Timc spent reading
in class

1978 86 - 1 - - 14

1979 - - -

Time spent reading
outside of class

78 72 14 14

1979 - - - -

Library and/or
claserook book usage

78 72 14 - 14

1979 - - -

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
1002.



TABLE 5.24

TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT*

Site: OHIO

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Year
Major
Problem

z

Minor
Problem

z

Not A
Problem

z

Teacher dissatisfaction with
project objectives

1978 - 10 70

19 79 - -

Conflict between project objectives and
other district objectives

1978 - 80

1979

Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 10 40 40

1979

Conflict between teachers Lad reading
specialists

1978 - - 90

1979 -

School: COMPARISON

Year
Major
Problem

z

Minor
Problem

z

Not A
Problem

z
Teacher resentment of administering
tests to students not benefiting
from the project

1978 57 14 29

1979 - - -
Teacher resentment of extra work without
receiving new materials or other support-

1978 86 14

-
-

1979 - -
..

Parental complaints about
testing

1978 - 29 71

1979 - - -
Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 - 10

1979 -

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



TENNESSEE

-Summary

The ANCOVA indicated no significant differences for the Tennessee

site in project years 1977-78 and 1978-79 or for the period of 1977-79.

The comparison school did experience a net reduction of students reading

1 or more years below level in 1977-78--one of only two such instances

observed in .the Special Emphasis Project study sites. Apparent improve-

ment in both schools in the percentages of students reading 1 or more

years below level over the course of the study seems to be heavily

influenced by the exit of low achieving cohort groups and individuals

from the observed sample (e.g., sixth graders). This phenomenon merits

closer scrutiny.

Approximately half of the teachers in the treatment school thought

that reading may h've been emphasized at the expense of other subjects.

These reservations notwithstanding, the Special Emphasis school teachers

identified a wide variety of reading instruction practices which they

acquired during the Special Emphasis Project and which they will continue

to use in their teaching. Thus, while the impact of Special Emphasis,

based on tests of statistical significance on the SDRT results, were

inconclusive, the residual institutional benefits in the Tennessee site

are quite clear.

The following subsections describe in detail the project outcomes

for Tennessee.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

A summary of the ANCOVA for each grade is the Special Emphasis

comparison schools is contained in Table 5.25, ANCOVA Impact Summary.

There were no significant differences in the adjusted posttest scaled

scores for project years 1977-78 and 1978-79 nor for the total period

1977-79 for the "whole grade" cohort groups.



Site; TENOSEE

wwia.b..6.1 .......

Grade

Initial

Year

School

ROJECT

1917 -

Sig,

of

F

YEAR

1918

Direction

of

Impact

2

B.E.

C.
N.S.

Change

in

Cr. E uiv.

+0.7

i0.7

3

S.E.

C.

11.5.

4
S.E.

C.

SS

+1.3

+0.7

+1.4

5

S.E.

Cl
N.S.

+0.5

+0.8

6

S.E.

C.

198

+0.9

+1,7

TABLE 5,25

ANCOVA IMPACT SUMMARY

tIDOLI GRADE

PROJECT YEAR

1978-1979

School

Si

of

N.S.

F

2
S.E.

C.

Direction

of

Impact

Change

in

Cr. E1L,

+0.8

,+0.8

3

s.z,

C,
N.S.

+1.0

+1.3

4

LE,

Cl
N.S.

+0.9

S
S.E,

Cl
N.S.

+0.1

+0.6

S.E.
6

C.

N.S.
+1.8

Grade

Initial

Year

PROJECT YEAR
1971 -1979

Sig. Direction Change

School of of in

F Impact Gr. Equiv.

S.B.

C,
N/A

S.E.

C.

N.S.

+2.0

D.E.

C.
N.S.

+2.2

+2.5

S.8,

C.

10,1

+2.0

S.E.

C.

N.S.

+2.4

BELOW GRADE MEAN

PROJECT YEAR

1977-1978

Grade Sig. Direction Change

Initial School of of in

Year F Impact Gr. kill

S.E.
2 N s

C. '4
3 SSE' N.S. -

4

C.

N.S.

+0.8

+0,9

+0.9

+1.3

+0.6

+1.3

S

S.E.

C,

N.S.

6

S.B.

C.
N.E.

+0.4

+0.1

+0.6

+1.0

PROJECT YEAR

1978-1979

Grade

Initial

Year

School

2

S.E.

C.

...1.111=11101..1.1111iIm

C.

Sig, Direction

of of

1 Impact

N.S. -

Change

in

Cr. Equiv.

+0.9

+0.9

N.S.
+0,9

+1.2

S.E.

C,
N.S. -

+0.7

+0.9

S.E.

C.

N.S. -

+0.1

+0.5

E.g.

C,

N.S.
+1.0



Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

For project years 1977-78 and 1978-79 there were no significant

differences in the adjusted posttest scaled scores in the analysis of

the "below mean" cohort group.

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Table 5.26, Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years

Below Grade Level, combines data from Tables D.8 to D.10 in Appendix D

to provide a trend analysis of the percentage of students reading 1 or

more years below grade level in 1977, 1978, and 1979.

TABLE 5.26

TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: TENNESSEE

Treatment School Comparison School

Grade
Spring
1977

Spring Spring
1978 1979

Spring Spring Spring
1977 1978 1979

2

.3

-i

/
-6

Z Z 2 Z 2 Z

31 14 0 3 7

43 '''''NNN, 20
'1).---I6 L-- 42 .N...". 4

--I--
8

51 .--",.., 53 .%"...., 20 46
"'

17 '..%\..,, 21

64 .....'%', 64 6Q _ 73 2, 44 45

62 ....."\61..._. 45 55 ..17:\, 58 50

School Total 45 37 20 4
-11...._

Both the treatment and comparison schools had a drop from 1977

to 1979 in the percentage of students reading 1 or more years below

grade level; for the Special Emphasis school, from 45% to 20%, and,

for the comparison school, from 34% to 20%. By referring to Table

D.8 in Appendix D, it can be shown that the drop in the percentage of

students,reading 1 or more years below grade level from 31% to 20%,

between grade 2 student.; in Spring 1977 and grade 3 students in spring

1978 is due to the exit of low achieving students and not the improve-

ment during the 1977-78 project year of students who were reading 1

.5-39
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or more years below grade level at the beginning of the project year.

This same conclusion applies to the other instances where a drop occurred

in the percentage of students reading 1 or more years below grade level.

It is evident from Table 5.26 that second grade students in the

treatment school are testing better each successive year; few comparison

school second graders scored 1 or more years below grads level at any

testing point.

Table 5.27, Numbers of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below

Grade Level, shows that, for students tested both at the beginning and

end of each project year, the treatment school had an increase in the

percentage of students reading 1 or more years below grade level of

8% from 39% to 47% in 1977-78, and 2%, from 25% to 27% i 1978-79. Thy

comparison school had a net decrease of 2%, from 26% tc -it% in 1977-78

and an increase of C, from 15% i'7_o 23% in 1978-79.

Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Data were collected in 1978 and 1979 from teachers, students,

and parents regarding reading attitudes and behaviors. A summary of

findings by the various respondent groups are presented below.

Teachers

At the Special Emphasis school, improvement in student

reading attitudes and behaviors and in teachers and the

principal's attitudes were reported in both 1978 and 1979.

(Tables 5.28 and 5.29)

At the comparison school, student attitudes and behaviors

and teachers attitudes improved in 1973 and 1979. (Tables

5.28 and 5.29)

At the comparison school, following the assignment of a

new principal in 1978, teachers reported an improvement in

the principal's attitude toward reading. (Table 5.28)
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TABLE 5.27

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: TENNESSEE

1. Total students tested at
both points*

34:ginning of Protect Year

2. No. students tested > 1 year
below grader

3. 2 of total students
(line 2 /line 1)

End of Project Year

4. go. students tested > 1 year
below gradei

5. 1 of total students
(line 4/line 1)

Treatment School. Comoarison School)
Project Year Project Year

1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-791

199 160 100 105

78 40 26 16

391 252 262 151

94 43 24 24 1

472 27% 242 232

*
Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79
i

Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

At the Special Emphasis school teachers felt that reading

was being emphasized at the expense of other program

areas in 1978 and 1979. (Table 5.30)

At the comparison school in 1978 teachers expressed

resentment over the extra work project participation

imposed, in 1979 no teacher expressed objection. (Table 5.30)

Students and Parents

At the Special Emphasis and comparison schools, third

graders reveal disparate reading attitudes and behaviors in

the majority of areas probed in 1978 and 1979. (Table 5.31)
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TABLE 5.28

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

Site: TENNESSEE

School: SPECIAL EMMA=

1."4-"-----"7"-. Effect

sesoment of:

Positive
Change

%

No

Change
%

Negative
Change

2

Cannot
Tall
%

No
Response

% .

tudents' attitudes
ward reading

1978 100 - -

1979 82 9 9 - -

**chars' attitudes toward
reading instruction

1978 86 14 -

1979 91 -
Principals' attitudes
toward reading program

1978 86 - - - 14

1979 82 - - 18 -

School: CCM2A2IS0N

Effect
Teachers'

611121211; of:

Positive
Change

%

No
Change

X

Negative
Change

%

Cannot No
Tall Response
Z %

Students' attitudes
toward reading

1978 100 - - - -

1979 100 - - -
Teachers' ar.tudes toward
!reading instruction

73 27 - - -

1979 100 - - .

- -

rincipals' attitudes
rtoward reading program

78 27 45 - - 27

979 67 22 - 11 -

Non-romans* or rounding estlautes are responsible for row totals below or above
1002.



TABLE 5,29

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT REEDING BEHAVIORS*

Site: TENNESSEE

School: SPECIAL WHAM

Teachers' Effect
Assessment of

Positive
Change

No
Change

Negative
Change

Cannot
Tall

So
Regions.:

jiStudentRellthaviors----- 2 2 2 2 2

Time spent reading 1978 93 7

1979 82 9 - 9in class

Time spent reading
outside of class

1978 57 l 36 - -

2.979 64 - -

Library and/or
classroom book usage

1978 79 21 - -

1979 73
I 9 - 18 -

School: COMPARISON

'Teachers'
lAssessment of
Student Readin. Behaviors

Positive
Change

2

30 'Negative
Change Change

2 2

Cannot No
I Tell Response

2 2

Time spent reading
lin class

1978 73 27 - - -

1979 I 100 - - - -

'Timm spent reading
autside of class

1978 45 27 - 27 I -

1979 44 56

Library and/or
'classroom book usage

1578 91 9 - I - -

1979 100 - - -

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
1002.
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TABLE 5.30

TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING 7ROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT *

Site: TENNESSEE

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Year
Major
Problem

z

Minor
Problem

z

Not A
Problem

%

Teacher dissatisfaction with
project objectives

1978 - - 93

19 79 - 18 82

Conflict between project objectives and
other district objectives

1978 14 79

1979 - 27 73

Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 - 50 43

1979 9 27 64

Conflict between teachers and reading
specialists

1978 - 14 79

1979 18 82

School: COMPARISON

Year
Major
Problem

Z

Minor
Problem

%

Not A
Problem

z
Teacher resentment of administering
tests to students not benefiting
from the project

1978 9 9 73

1979 - - 100
Teacher resentment of extra work without
receiving new materials or other support- 9 36 45

1979 -

-

- 100

Parental complaints about
testing

1978 - - 91

1979 - - 00
Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs 1978 - 27 64

1979 - 11 89

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.

205
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TABLE 5.31

STUDENT ATTITUtES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3

Site: TENNESSEE

Year: 1978

School Yes

%

Some-
times
%

No
'A

Reading is fun

Special
Emphasis 40 52 7

Comparison 52 31 9

I like to read during
my free time

Special'

Emphasis 71 15 10

Comparison
Special
Emphasis

57

60

31

22 15Laike" my reading class

C.-..arison 64 19 9

I read only when
I have,to

Special
_Emphasis 50 15 33

Comparison 38 19 33

Year: 1979

_
School Yes

Some-
times No

Reading is fun
Special
Emphasis 80 16 2

Comparison 56 34

I like to read during
my free time

Special
Emphasis 44 42 13

Comparison 53 34 6

I like my 'reading class

'Special
,Emphasis 64 31 4

Cmmarisom
Special
Emphasis

66

34

12

24

16

38I read only when
I have to

Comparison 41 22 31

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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o At the Special Emphasis and comparison schools, students

in the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades revealed nearly

identical reading attitudes and behaviors in 1978 and 1979.

(Table 5.32)

The Special Emphasis and comparison schools parent data for

1978 and 1979 show little difference between the two groups.

(Table 5.33)

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

No site has experienced the degree of residual experience

on the district, project school, staff, and families as has the Tennessee

site. Not only have teachers and administrators seen scores improving

on district-administered reading achievement tests, but everyone involved

in the project felt that their approach to Special Emphasis "worked,"

i.e., the strategies devised for Special Emphasis were a better way of

teaching than those they had employed in the past. According to the

Assistant Superintendent for Instruction, the district will be looking

for ways to apply project features--either with district funds or with

outside funding. Evoa without further initiatives, he felt that there are

definite residual effects: teachers have been trained in reading

instruction, and they will apply their skills for years to come; and

students and parents have been motivated to develop keen interest in

reading and will influence other siblings.

In the view of the reading supervisor, Special Emphasis was imple-

mented in a situation where Title I and ESAA hadn't made any impact in

achievement levels--in fact, the situation was getting worse. By

putting the reading specialists into the classroom with teachers, both

children and teachers learned new skills. In areas such as technical

decisions on student grouping and choosing appropriate zlaterials to

suit individual student needs and in routine matters such as space

arrangement in the classroom, the teachers assimilated new approaches

from the collegial interchange with the reading specialists. As a

result, LEA.officials feel that the classroom teachers are now in
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TABLE 5.32

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6

Site: TENNESSEE

Year: 1978

Reading Attitudes School Yes
z

Some-
Times

z

No
z

Do you like to read?
Special
Emphasis 57 42 1

Comparison_ 55 41 1

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
.hasis 78 17 4

Comparison
r

68 17 11

Reading Habits School
0

%

1-5

%

6+

z
Haw many hours do you spew
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
_Emphasis 17 62 21

Comparison
Special
EMphasis

20

2

63

29

12

67How many books have you
read during the past month?

C ..arison 3 41 52

Year: 1979

Reading Attitudes School Yes
z

Some-
Times

z

No
%

Do you like to read?
Special
..hasis 46 50

Comparison 55 42 3

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 89 - 9

Comparison 96
.

- 4

Reading Habits School
0

%

1-5

%

,

6+

%
-Row :any hours do you spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
Emphasis 24 63 11

Comparison 20 72 8

How many books have you
read during the past month?

Special
Emphasis 5 44 49

Comparison 29 64

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row... totals below
or above 100%.

5-47

208



TABLE 5.33

SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY

Site: TENNESSEE

Year: 1978

School Yes
z

No
z

Cannot
Say
z

Does .your child share books Special

with you or your family? Emphasis 80 16 4

Comparison 75 18 4

Does the school set up Special

parent/teadher conferences? Emphasis 46 37 14

_Sgsparison 37 50 7

Have you worked as a
volunteer in your child's

Special
Emphasis 13 74 1

school this year?
Comparison 6 76

-4.-----,---.
2

Year: 1979

School 'Yes
z

No
z

Cannot
Say
z

Does your child share books
with you or your family?

.

Special
Emphasis 81 11

COmarison 86 70 1

Does-the.school set-up
parent/teacher conferences?

Special
Emphasis 58 25 15

Comparison 50 33 14

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



a better position to make decisions on what the students need. The

experiment of putting the reading specialists into the classrooms with

teachers, she feels, has had the greatest impact on students and teachers.

Thus, she sees that the district can go a lot further than it has in

the past in its utilization of specialists.

Originally, the school district was negative about attempting

change "from the top down." Through the Special Emphasis experience

they have learned that classroom teachers are looking for support. They

now recognize that by providing resources and models, change can be

initiated. Without this aspect of Special Emphasis, she feels the

school would not be able to sustain the impetus once the Title VII

funding ended.

From the experimental principal's perspective, both the students

and the teachers have gained. Through staff development, the teachers

have learned to use assessment in program planning and implementation.

Parent involvement was not anticipated to the extent that it occurred.

(Among the spin-off effects: 16 parents participated in a General

Education Development (GED) class taught by a reading specialist; thus

far, 7 pareni:s have been awarded their GED.) After Special Emphasis

funding expired, the principal designated the two reading specialists

in his school as resource persons and reading materials coordinators,

and the teachers continued to use these resources. Teachers report s

better understanding and greater use of student grouping, diagnostic

assessment, matching materials with students, and handling several

groups within the classroom. While only 45% of the teachers predicted

carry-over effects, 91% were able to cite specific, tangible benefits

from Special Emphasis.



TEXAS

Summary

The ANCOVA for the "whole grade" and'qmlow mean" cohort groups

in Texas showed scattered instances of significant differences between

the Special Emphasis and comparison groups. In each of these instances,

the adjusted posttest scaled scores for the Special Emphasis group

exceeded that of the comparison group. These were statistically

significant differences in adjusted posttest scores for both project

years for the grade 2 "below mean" groups. The treatment and comparison

schools experienced no overall change in the percentage of students

reading 1 or more years below grade level over the 1977-79 period.

No obvious differences appeared with respect to perceptions of

reading attitudes between the Special Emphasis and comparison schools.

The school district's favorable experience with Special Emphasis has

influenced policies and procedures relating to reading programs within

the district, and several other residual effects from the project were

noted as well.

The followingsubsections describe in detail the project outcomes

for Texas.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in the Special Emphasis

and comparison schools is contained in Table 5.34, ANCOVA Impact

Summary. In project year 1977-78, a statistically significant difference

in the adjusted posttest scaled scores was identified for grade 2.

In this instance, the score for the Special Emphasis group exceeded

that of the comparison group. The average observed change in grade

equivalent for the Special Emphasis group was 0.7 vs. 0.5 for the

comparison group. The presence of ceiling effects in the posttest

scores of each group result in an underestimation of the true change

in grade equivalent.
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Site, TEXAS

TABLE 5.34

ANCOVA IMPACT SUMMARY

* IMII ...M.....
.. . _ _ . .

PROJECT

1917-1978

YEAR

Grade

Initial

Year

2

... ..

1

4

6

School

Si
C

...

S.E.

C.

S.E.

C.

S,E.

C.

Sig.

of

_F_

<.01

Direction

of

Impact

Change

in

Gr. Equiv.

S.E.
40.7

40.5

N.S,

N,S,

N.S.

-

-

+1.1

+1,4

+0.8

+0.9

- +0.6

+0.9

S.E.

C.
N/A

Ui

I

to
N

212

Grade

Initial

Year

2

3

Grade

Initial

Year

2

3

4

5

WHOLE GRADE

PROJECT YEAR

1978-1979

Sig. Direction Change

School of of in

F Impact Cr. Equiv..

S.F.. +0.6
<,01.

40.4

S.E.

C.
N.S.

+1.4

+1.4

S.E.

C. f H.S.

-,.n
S.I.

C.
<.01 S.E.

+1.0

+0.8

+1,7

+0.6

6
S.E.

C,
N/A

BELOW GRADE DEAF

PROJECT YEARS

1911 -1979

Grade Sig. Direction Change

Initial School of of In

Year F Impact__ Gr. Equiv.

S.E.

C,

2 14{A

3

S.E.

C.
N.S.

4
S.E.

C.
N.S.

5

S.E.

C,
.02 I S.E.

42,0

+1.9

12.1

+2.2

+2.5

+I,4

S.E.
6

C.
N/A

PROJECT YEAR

1971 -1918

Sig. Direction

School of of

F Impact

S.E.

C.

4

5

6

S.E.

C.

S.E.

C.

S.E.

C,

S.E.

C.

.04

N.S.

N.S,

N.S,

NIA

S.E.

Change

in

Gr. Equiv

+0.7

40.5

+1.0

+1.2

40,7

F0.9

10,8

R1.8

PROJECT YEAR

1978.1979

Grade Sig. Direction

'arid. School of of

Year F Impact

2
SCE.

(.01 S.E.

4

5

6

Cloinge

in

Gr. Equiv.

+0.6

+0.4

N.S.

N.S.

N.S.

NIA

+1.2

10.8

+0.1

41.2

+0.3



For project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA revealed a statistically

significant difference in the adjusted posttest scaled score favoring

the Special Emphasis group for grade 5. The average observed change in

grade equivalent was 1.7 years for the Special Emphasis group and 0.6

for the comparison group.

For the 1977-79 period, a statistically significant difference

in adjusted posttest scaled scores was identifiad for the grade 5

"whole grade" group completing grade 5 in spring 1979. This parellels

the results of the grades ANCOVA for 1978-79. The observed change in

grade equivalent was 2.5 years for the Special Emphasis group and 1.4

years for the comparison group. It should be noted, however, that

ceiling effects were present on the pretest, thus causing an overesti-

mation of the true change.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

For project year 1977-78, the ANCOVA indicated a significant

difference in the adjusted posttest scores for grade 2 favoring the

Special Emphasis "below mean" group. This finding replicates the

results for the "whole grade" analysis for grade 2 in the same project

year. The average.observed change in grade equivalent was identical

to that for the "whole grade" group--0.7 for Special Emphasis "below

mean" group and 0.5 for the comparison "below mean" group.

In project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA identified a statistically

significant difference for grade 2 in mean adjusted posttest scores

favoring the Special Emphasis group. In this case, the average observed

change in grade equivalent was 0.6 for the Special Emphasis "below mean"

group and 0.4 for the comparison "below mean" group.



Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Table 5.35, Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years

Below Grade Level, combines data from Tables D.11 to D.13 in Appendix D

to provide a trend analysts of the percentage of students reading 1

or more years below grade level in 1977, 1978, and 1979.

TABLE 5.35

TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: TEXAS

Treatment School comparison School_

Grade
Spring Spring Spring
1977 1978 1979

Spring
1977

Spring
1978

Spring
1979

2

..,3

4

i

_4

2 2

6

2

1

2 2 2

7 3 8

---7-'N. 12 ...%%%,. 10 15 ''''''.'`.., 7 -'`.--- 9:...--_---

'''%%ss,,,
22 %.,.., 26 ,.., 30 25 '''..".., 34

32

27

52 ..'%%... 37 11 ,... ::.%. 43

N/A *,,'`... N/A N/A ... N/A % It...; N/4 2:%.1%., N/A

School Total 18 18 15 17 20 16

Table 5.35 shows that there was almost no change in the percentage

of students reading 1 or more years below grade level for either school

during the course of the study. There are no instances where there are

decrease in the percentage of students reading 1 or more years below

grade level following normal grade progression.

Table 5.36, Number of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below

Level, illustrates that the rate at which students fall a year or

more below level is approximat,,ly the same for both Special Emphasis

and the comparison school. In 1977-78, the percentage of students

reading 1 or more y, s below grade level changed rom 7% to 16%,

a 9% increasa for the treatment school from the beginning to end

of the project year; for the comparison school, the change was from

r_



10% to 20%, a 10% increase. In 1978-79, the increase in the percentage

of students reading 1 or more years below grade level for the treatment

school was 10%, from 8% to 18%; for the comparison school, the increase

was 8%, from 17% to 25%,

TABLE 5.36

NUMBER OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Sits: TEXAS

Treatment School i Comparison Scnooll
Project Year 4 Project Year 1

1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-791

1. Mtal students tested at 1

both points* 278 190 334 248 1

3eginnina of Project Year

2. No. students tested > 1 year
below grade 19 16 34 42

3. X of total students
(line 2 /line 1) 7Z 82 10% 17%

End of Project Year

4. No. students tested > 1 year
below graded 44 35 67 62

5. Z of total students
(line 4 /line 1) 16Z 182 202 25Z

*Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

t
Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 Er 1978-79

Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79
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Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Results of teacher, student, and parent surveys administered

in 1978 and 1979 are outlined below.

Teachers

From 1978 to 1979, student attitudes and behaviors and

teacher and the principal's attitudes toward reading

improved at the Special Emphasis school. (Tables 5.37 and

5.38)

From 1978 to 1979, student attitudes and behaviors showed

positive change, however, change in 1979 is not as great

as in 1978 at the comparison school. (Tables 5.37 and

5.38)

From 1978 to 1979, fewer teachers thought their colleagues'

and the principal's attitudes toward reading showed improve-

ment at the comparison school. (Table 5.37)

From 1978 to 1979, teacher concerns or prcblems resulting

from project participation diminished at the Special

Emphasis school. (Table 5.39)

From 1978 to 1979, teacher concerns resulting from project

participation decreased at the comparison school, however,

the majority of teachers remained dissatisfied with their

role. (Table 5.39)

Students and Parents

In 1978, grade 3 students at the Special Emphasis and

comparison schools reflected similar reading attitudes

and behaviors. (Table 5.40)

In 1979, more Special Emphasis third graders reported that

reading was fun than did comparison students. (Table 5.40)



In 1978 and 1979, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students

show similar reading attitudes and behaviors at both

schools. (Table 5.41)

In 1978 and 1979, comparison school parents report a higher

incidence of school-arranged parent-teacher conferences.

(Table 5.42)

Data from which these conclusions were drawn are contained in

Tables 5.37-5.42.

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

District officials felt that all the objectives of Special

Emphasis had been met. As a result of the Spial Emphasis experience,

the district will demand more reading preparation for its new teachers

and will sF. guidelines for reading programs in primary grades. The

skill mas?-zy record keeping system installed at the project school

will be re.r.i-:ed and replicated in other district schools. Special

Emphasis to some extent, responsible for the district's decision

to increase its reading budget over the past 3 years. School adminis-

traturs and staff felt that they have a better understanding of the role

of reading in the curriculum and that reading levels can be improved.

The key elements of Special Laphasis have been incorporated into the

ongoing Title I program. As a result of the project, teachers

appeared to be inclined to seek advice and assistance from reading

specialists in teaching reading within their classrooms. This situation

stands in contrast to the situation found at the comparison school

where the reading specialist appears to be viewed as an adjunct to the

school reading program and is not regularly sought out by teachers for

assistance. The district's reading supervisor no longer sees the need

for "pull out" programs in the primary grades, since the use of reading

specialists within the classroom has been so successful. Sixty-seven

percent of the teaciws in the experimental school predicted residual

effects in teacher yractices, chiefly in the use of materials, skills

assessment, and 5.i the adoption of learning stations and instructional
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grouping within the classroom. Parent volunteers were incorporated

into the school environment and became aides in the instructional

program. School and district personnel expect parent involvement to

be extended in future years.

TABLE 5.37

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

Site: TEXAS

School: SPECIAL &PRAM

Effect
Teachers'
:Assessment of:

Positive
Change

2

No
Change
2

Negative
Change

2

Cannot
Tell
2

No
Response

%

Students' attitudes
toward reading

1978 52 - -

1979 60 1-25 5 30 -

Teachers' attitudes toward
reading instruction

1978 48 33 10 10

1979 70 5 5 15 5

Principals' attitudes
toward reading program

1978 14 52 10 - 24

1979 20 45 10 25 -

School: COMMON

Effect
Teachers'

Iritta-Mi-of:
tu4aute' attitudes
toward reading

Positive
Change

Z

Vo
Change

%

Negative
Change

.

Cannot i Ne
Tell iResponse
% 1

1978 72 28 - - -

1979 74 17 1 - 4 4`Teachers'
attitudes toward

ending instruction
1978 68 28 4 - -

1979 48 39 4 4 4

attitudes
oward reading program

1978 52 40 - ... 8

1979 30 35 1 - 30 1 4

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
1002.
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TABLE 5.38

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

Site: TEXAS

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Teachers' Effect
Assessment of
Student leading Behaviors

Positive
Change
Z

No
Change

%

Negative
Change

%

Cannot
Tell
X

No
Response

%

Time spent reading
in class

1978 43 48 - 10

1979 60 30 10 -
Time spent reading
outside of class

1978 29 57 - -

1979 40 25 10 25 -
Library and/or
classroom book usage

1978 38 52 -
--,--.-.-----
- 10

1979 55 30 5 10 -

School: COMPARISON

Teachers' Effect
Assessment of
Student twain Behaviors

Positive
Change
Z

No
Change

Z

Negative
Chang*
%

Carnet
Tell
%

No
Response

%
Time spent reading
in class

11124

1978 96 4 - - -

1979 70 26
-

- - 4

spent reading
.utsido of class

1978 72 24 - -
--

4

1979 70 13 - 13 1 4

rib
Library and/or
classroom book usage

1978 1 - - - - -

1979 74 17 - 4 4

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for 'ow totals' below or above100%.



TABLE 5.39

TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT

Site: TEXAS

School: SPECIAL ETHASIS

Year
Major
Problem

z

Minor
Problem

z

Not A
Problem

z

Teacher dissatisfaction with
project objectives

1978 19 33 33

19 79 25 70

Conflict between project objectives a"'
other district objectives

1978 5 29 52

1979 5 40 50

Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 10 24

1979 .1

Conflict between teachers and reading
specialists

1978 14 8

1979 5 15 75

School: COMPARISON

Year
Major
Problem

%

Minor
Problem

%

Not A
Problem

%
Teacher resentment of administering
tests to students not benefiting
from the project

1978 28 56 16

1979 17 39 35

Teacher resentment of extra work without
receiving new materials or other support

1978 44 48 8

1979 39 26 30

Parental complaints about
testing

1978 12 36 52

19 79 4 17 70
Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 4 28 64

1979 4 22 65

Non-response 1:r rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



TABLE 5.40

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3*

Site: TEXAS

Year: 1978

School Yes

%

Some-
times
%

No

%

Reading is fun

Special
_Emphasis 39 55

Comparison 41 51 6

I like to read during
my free time

Special'

."..hasis 55 36

Comparison 63 31

I Iiki my reading class
Special
Emphasis 62 20 4

Comparison 58 27 13

I read only when
/ have to

SOecial
Emphasis 31 30 40

C2mparison 41 28 29

Year: 1979

_
School

Special
Emphasis

Yes
%

75

Some-
times

%

18

No
%

3
Reading is fun

Com.arison 57

_

39

__.

4

I like to read during
my free time

Special
Emphasis 48 42 6

Comparison 43 47 9

I like my reading class

Special
Emphasis 69 16 11

Comparison 79 15 6

I read only when
I have to

Special
Emphasis 32 25 39

Comparison 43 29 28

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.41

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6

Site: TEXAS

Year: 1978

Reading Attitudes School Yes
%

Some-
Times

%
No
%

Do you like to read?
Special
Emphasis 47 50 2

Com.arison 44 52 4

Do vou read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 76 18 5

Comparison 78 11 10

Reading Habits School
0

%

1-5

%

6+

%
How many hours 6.' 'jou spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
Emphasis 17 62 19

Comparison 14 57 28

How mar; books have you
read during the past month?

Special
mphasis 3 31 65

Coarison 8 29 62

Year: 1979

Reading Attitudes School Yes
Some-
Times No

Do you like to read?
Special
Emphasis 49 50 1

Comparison 48 49 2

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 91 - 8

Comparison 88 - 11

Reading Habits School
0

%

1-5

%

1

6+

%
How many hours do you spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
Emphasis 13 70 16

Comparison 15 61 23

How many books have you
read during the past month?

Special
Emphasis 5 25 69

Comparison 4 33 63

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABLE a.42

SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY
*

Site: TEXAS

Year: 1978

School Yes
%

No
Z

Crnnot
Say
%

Does lour child share books
with you or your family?

Special
Emphasis 79 18

78 18

Does the school set up
parent/teacher conferences?

_Caparison
Special'

Emphasis 37 50 11

Comparison 58 32

Have you worked as a
volunteer in your child's
school this year?

Special
Emphasis

Comparison 7 80 3

Year: 1979

School Yes
%

No
%

Cannot
Say
%-

Dots your child share books
with you or your family?

,

Special
Emphasis 82 13 3

Comparison 87 11 1

Doed the school sat up
parent/teacher conferences?

Special
Emphasis 46 32 21

Comparison 69 19 11

Non-response or rounding estimatRs are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



WEST VIRGINIA

Summary

The ANCOVA for the "whole grade" and "below mean" cohort goups

in West Virginia showed scattered instances of.significant differences- -

some favoring the Special Emphasis group, some favoring the comparison

group. In the "below mean" analysis, the sixth grade Special Emphasis

group had statistically significant differences in the adjusted posttest

scaled scores in project years 1977-78 and 1978-79. The treatment

and the comparison schools had comparable increases in students reading

1 or more years below grade level over the 1977-79 period, with the

comparison school registering a decrease of 1% during 1977-78.

Approximately half of the Special Emphasis school classroom

teachers said that they will continue to employ readlng instruction

methods used in Special Emphasis.

The following subsections describe in detail the project outcomes

for West Virginia.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in West Virginia Special

Emphasis and comparison schools is contained in Table 5.43, ANCOVA

Impact Summary, Complete data can be found in the tables contained in

Appendixes E and F. For project year 1977-78, statistically significant

differences in the adjusted posttest scaled scores were identified for

grades 4 and 5. In both instances, the adjusted posttest scaled scores

for the comparison group exceeded those for the Special Emphasis group.

The average observed changes in grade equivalent for the comparison

group were 1.9 at grade 4 and 1.4 for grade 5; for the Special Emphasis

group, .9 and .05, respectively, for grades 4 and 5. For the fourth

grade, serious ceiling effects were encountered in the pre- and posttest

for the Special, Emphasis group and the posttest of the comparison

group precluding interpretation of the observed change in grade equiva-

lent. F)r the fifth grade, there were ceiling effects on the pretest- -

resulting in an overestimate. of the true change in grade equivalent.
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TABLE 5.43

ANOVA IMPACT SUMMARY

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

PROJECT YEAR

1971 -1918

Grade

Initial

Year

School

Sig.

of

F

Direction

of

Impact

---
Change

in

1nuiv.,,

+0,8

+0.8

Grade

Initial

Year

2

S.E.

C.
N.S.

2

3

S.E.

C.
H.S.

lal
+1.6

+1.8

4
S.E.

C. <,01

1,.11.1M

C.
+0.9

+1,9

5

S.E.

C.

,{
.01 C. .

+0.5

+1.4

f6
S.B.

C.
N.S.

+2.1

226

WHOLE GRADE

PROJECT YEAR

1978-1979

Sig, Direction

School of of

F impact

Change

in

Cr. uiv.

YEARS

1911 -1979

Grade Sig. Direction Change
Initial School of of in

Year F Ict Cr. Equiv.

BELOW GRADE NEC

PROJECT YEAR

1977-1978

Grade

Initial

Year

School

Sig.

of

F

Direction

of

Impact

Change

in

Grt11141!

+1.1

+0.8

Grade

Initial

Y_ elt

2
8.1.

C.
N.S. 2

C.
N.S.

+1.5

fl.)
3

S.E.

C.

.01 C.

.-m
40.7

+1.3 4

S.E.

C,
H.S.

+0.6

40.4
5

S.B.

C.

.02 S.E.
42,5

+1.5
6

4

5

6

S.B.

C.

S.B.

C.

S.E.

C.

C.

S.B.

C.

N.S.

.04 S.E.

.04

N.S.

+1.9

+1.6

+2.7

+1.8

Fl 8

+2.2

+1.3

+1.8

PROJECT YEAR

1978-1919

Sig. Direction

School of of

t Impact

S.B.

C.
H.S.

C.

Change

in

Cr. Equiv.

+0,1

+0.8

+0.1

+1.2

S.E.
+1.0

40.1

8,1,

C.
H.S.

+0.1

40.8

C.
<.01 S.E.

+1.2

40.1

227



For project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA indicated statistically

significant differences for grade.2 favoring the comparison grow:- Ind

for grade 4 favoring the Special Emphasis group. The average observed

change in grade equivalent for grade 2 was .6 years for the Special

Emphasis group and .8 years for the comparison group. The average observed

change in grade equivalent for grade 4 was 1.1 for the Special Emphasis

group and .1 years for the comparison group. Attention should be

directed to the presence of ceiling effects for the grade 2 posttest

scores resulting in an underestimate of the true change and for both

pre- and posttests for the grade 4 Special Emphasis group and for the

posttest for the comparison group indicating that the observed change

may not be a good indicator of the true change.

For the period 1977-79, the ANCOVA identified a significant differ-

ence for grade 4 favoring the Special Emphasis group and for grade 5

favoring the comparison group. This result parallels the ANCOVA results

for the individual project years. The average observed change in grade

equivalent over the 2-year period was 2.7 years for the grade 4 Special

Emphasis group vs. 1.8 years for the comparison group, and 2.2 years for

the grade 5 comparison group vs. 1.8 years for the Special Emphasis

group. Ceiling effects were encountered for both grade 4 groups and

for the grade 5 Special Emphasis group on the pre- and posttest.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

Table 5.43 provides a summary of results from the below mean

ANCOVA tables contained in Appendix F. For project year 1977-78, the

ANCOVA identified statistically significant differences for grades 4

and 6. The mean adjusted posttest scaled scores of the grade 4 compari-

son group exceeded that of the Special Emphasis group. For grade 6,

the mean adjusted posttest scaled score of the Special Emphasis group

exceeded that of the comparison group. The average observed change

in grade equivalent for the grade 4 comparison group was 1.3 years

compared with .7 for the Special Emphasis group. The average observed

change in grade equivalent for grade 6 was 2.5 for the Special Emphasis

group vs. 1.5 for the comparison group--both educationally significant

changes.
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For project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA for the "below mean" cohort

groups indentified statistically significant differences at grades 3,

4, and 6. The adjusted posttest scaled scores of the Special Emphasis

group exceeded those of the comparison group at grades 4 and 6; the

reverse was true at grade 3. Me average ,liserved change in grade

equivalent for grade 3 was 1.2 years for he omparis, "be ,an

group vs. .7 years for the Special Emphasis "below mean" group, for

grade 4 it was 1.0 years for the Special Eml,asis voup vs. 0.1 years

for the comparison group, and for grade 6 it was 1.2 years for t'

Special Emphasis group vs. 0.1 for the comparison group.,

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Table 5.44, Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years

Below Grade Level, combines data from gables D.14-16 in Appendix D to

provide a trend analysis of percentages of students in grade cohorts

reading 1 or more years below grade level.

TABLE 5.44

TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

Treatment School Comparison School

Grade
Spring
1977

Spring Spring
1978 1979

Spring Spring Spring
1977 1978 1979

Z Z Z Z Z Z

1 19 6 3 32 22 21

_3 26 %%4'4...... 20 %.%\,., 37 32 .%**".. 26 '.....%, 40
4 39 .%.\%. 33 .4....._ 42 50 '%%"%,, 26 '..;..., 30

'."...... ...**1.>,

...
.3 69 51

'''....`,s,

47 63 56 -"... 52

-6.
59-4%\. 37 56 63 ". 49 5252

School Tort' 36 24 29 40 30 37



In almost all cases, as students progress in grade level a larger

percentage of students read 1 or more years below grade level. The

exception to this general trend occurs for both schools between grade 5

students in spring 1977 and grade 6 students in spring 1978. Table D.14

in Appendix D shows that for students tested at 1.och points there was

an improvement in students who read 1 or more years below grade level in

spring 1977 from 29 students to 16 students in spring 1978 for the Special

Emphasis school and from 29 students to 20 students for the comparison

school. In addition, there were no grade 6 students in either school

for 1977-78 who fell 1 or more years below grade level.

Attention should be directed to the drop in the percentage of

grade 2 students reading 1 or more years below grade level from spring

1977 to spring 1979, from 19% to 5% for the treatment school and from

32% to 21% for the comparison school.

Table 5.45, Numbers of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below

Grade Level, shows similar patterns for both schools between project

years 1977-78 and 1978-79 in the change in percentage of students reading

1 or more years below grade level.

In 1977-78, the Special Emphasis school experienced only a 1%

increase, from 27% to 28%, in the percentage of students reading 1 or

more years below grade level (based on only students tested both springs).

For the comparison school there was a decrease of 1%, from 32% to 31%,

in the percentage of students reading below level. Howewr, in project

year 1978-79 both schools had an increase in the number of students

reading 1 or more years below grade level--an 11%,increase, from 20%

to 31%, at the treatment school and a 14% increase, from 24% to 38%, at

the comparison school.

Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Techers, students, and parents were surveyed in 1978 and 1979

regarding perceived changes in reading attitudes and behaviors. Results

of these surveys from the various respondent groups are presented below.
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TABLE 5.45

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

Treatment School Comparison School
Project Year Project Year

1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-791

1. Total students temcad at
both points* 223 263 209 211

Beginning of Project Year

2. No. students tasted > 1 year
below grade 60 53 50 ;

3. 2 of total students

(line 2/line 1) 272 202 322 242 i

End of Project Year

4. No. students tasted > 1 year
below gradei 62 32 65 81

5. 2 of total students
(line 4/line 1) 282 312 312 382

*
Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

'Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79
5

Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Teachers

At the Special Emphasis school, improvement in student

reading attitudes and behaviors, and teacher and principal

attitudes were reported in 1978 and 1979. (Tables 5.46

and 5.47)

At the comparison school, positive attitudinal and behavioral

changes were reported for students in 1973. The percentage

of positive change decreased in 1979. (Tables 5.46 and 5.47)

At the comparison school, teacher attitudes improved in

1978 and 1979. (Table 5.46)
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At the Special Emphasis school, no major problems were

reported following the implementation of the project in

1978 or 1979. (Table 5.48)

At the comparison school, the majority of teachers expressed

resentment over the extra work due to their participation

in the project in 1978 and 1979. (Table 5.48)

Students and Parents

At the Special Emphasis and comparison school, vith the

exception of students who reported they read during their

free time, third graders reflected similar reading attitudes

and behaviors in 1979. (Tables 5.49)

At both schools, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students

had similar reading attitudes and behaviors in 1979.

(Table 5.50)

Comparison school student data for 1978 and parent data for 1978

groi 1.9 9 WPVII nap received. Special Emphasis school parent data were

not received in 1979. (Table 5.51)

ReSiddil Effects of Special hasis

The West Virginia project evinced a modicum of carry over from

Special Emphasis. According to district officials, the lessons and

techniques employed in Special Emphasis will be used by the district

reading specialists as they move on to new (other) schools. (It is

the district's intention to utilize reading specialists and the

Wisconsin Design at different schools, shifting schools every 1 or 2

years until all schools have received additional help in reading.)

At the sfilool level, the principal sees no continuation of Special

Emphasis because of lack of resources. At the classroom level, however,

46% of the teachers claimed that they would continue to use the

,resource'materials, skill building methods, and grouping features

learned in the Special Emphasis inservice training 1)rogram. Only 28%

of the treatment classroom teachers had increased the number of methods

of instruction by the end of the.project vs. 50% of the comparison

school teachers.
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TABLE 5.46

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

EffectTeachers'
tAssessment of:

Positive
Change

z

No

Change
z

Negative
Change

z

Cannot
Tell
z

No
Resronse

2

!Students' attitudes
toward reading

1978 64 36 -

1979 69 15 i - 8 8

withers' attitudes toward
reading instruction

1975 82 18 - -

1979 77 8 8 8 -
rincipals' attitudes

toward reading grogram
1978 82 18 - - -

1979 85 - - -

School: CCMPULISCH

Effect.
Teachers'

Positive
Change

No

Change
Negative
Change

Cannot
Tall

No
Response

Assesfeent of: 2 2 2 2 2
Students' attitudes
toward reading

1978 70 30 - - -

1679 58 25 - 17 -

Teachers' attitudes coward 1978 70 30 - - -
.4sading instruction

1979 67 25 - 8 -
rincipals' attitudes
toward reading program

1978 30 50 - 20

1979 17 33 50 -

Now-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
1002.



TABLE 5.47

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

Site: VEST VIRGINIA

School: SPECIAL E" BASIS

Teachers' Effect
Assessment of
Student Reading Behaviors

Positive
Change
2

No
Change
2

Negative
Change

2

Cannot
Tall
2

No
Response

2

Time spent reading
in class

1978 64 36 - -- -

1979 69 23 - -

Time spent reading
outside of class

1978 36 36 - 28 -

1979 54 31 - 1 15 -
Library and/or
classroom book usage

1978 64 36 - - -

1979 54 39 - 8 -

School: COMPARISON

Teachers' Effect
Assessment of
Student Reading Behaviors

Positive
Change

2

Nc
Change
2

Negative
Change

2

Cannot
Tell
2

No
Response

2

1Time spent reading
in class

1978 90 - - - 10

1979 67 25 - 8 -

Time spent reading
rutside of class

1978 50 40 - - 10

1979 67 17 - 17 -

and/or .

classroom book usage
1978 40 40 - - 20

1979 92 8 -

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals be2ow or above
1002.
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TABLE 5.48

TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Year
Major
Problem

%

Minor
Problem

%

Not A
Problem

%

Teacher dissatisfaction with
project objectives

1978 - 18 82

1979 - 23 77

Conflict between project objectives and
other district objectives

1978 - 18 82

1979 _ 8 92

Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 - 27 73

1979 15

_

85

Conflict between teachers and reading
specialist;

1978 - 18 82

1979 - 15 85'

School: COMPARISON

Year
Major
Problem

%

Minor
Problem

%

Not A
Problem

%
Teacher resentment of administering
tests to students not benefiting
from the project

1978 40 50 -

1979 17 25 50
Teacher resentment of extra work without
receiving new materials or other support

1978 30 40 20

1979 42 25 33

Parental complaints about
testing

1978 30 60

1979 - 92
Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 10 80

1979 8 83

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



TABLE 5.49

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

Year: 1978

School Yes

z

Soma-
times
z

No

z

Reading is fun

Special
Emphasis 45 47 8

Comparison - -

I like to read during
my free time

Special
Emphasis 63 33 4

Comparison
Special
Emphasis

-

71

-

25 4I_.Iike my reading class

Caparison
Special
Emphasis

-

33

-

22

-

25I read only when
I have to

Comparison - - -

Year: 1979

. School Yes
Some-
times No

Reading is fun
Special
Emphasis 78 17 5

Comparison 87 13

I like to read during
my free time

Special--
_Emphasis 47 36 17

Co..arison 61 34 5

I like my reading class

Special
E..hasis 81 15 3

Comparison 87 13 0

I read only when
I have to

'

Special
Emphasis 20 22 58

Comparison 27 32 40

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.50

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

Year: 1978

Reading Attitudes School Yes
%

Some-
Times

%

No
%

Do you like to read?
Special
...basis 49 47

Comparison - -

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 78 16

Comparison - -

Reading Habits

A

Schoca
0

%

1-5

%

i

%
How many hours ao you spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
24 49 2C_Emphasis

Comparison - - -

How many books have you
read during the past month?

Special
Emphasis 13 19 66

Comparison

Year: 1979

Some-
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No

2 % %
Special

Do you like to read? Emphasis 43 53 4

Comparison 53 44

Special
Do you read better this year
than last year?

Emphasis 94 - 5

Comparison 91 - 8

0 1-5 6+
Reading Habits School

% % %
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school
per week?

E..hasis 21 67 11

Co..arison 1' 68 14
Special

How many books have you
read during the past month?

Emphasis 3 38 58

Comparison 5 45 48

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.51

SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY
*

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

Year: 1978

School Yes
z

No
z

Cannot
Say
z

Does .your child:share books
with you or your family?

Special
Emphasis 83 15 2

Comparison - - -

Does the school set up
parent /teacher conferences?

Special'

-1.hasis 44 31 24

Comparison
Special
Emphasis

-

4 83

-

3
Have you worked as a
volunteer in your child's
school this year?

Comparison - - -

Year: 1979

School Yes
%

No
z

Cannot
Say
%

Does your child share books
with you or your family?

,

Special
Emphasis

_ - _

Comparison
Special

AEI h as is
-

_

- -Does the school set up
parent/teacher conferences?

Comparison
-

.-

Have you worked as a
volunteer in your child's
school this year?

...

Special
Egphasis

_ - _

Comparison
_ - _

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.

5-77

236



CALIFORNIA

Summary

The ANCOVA for the California site indicated no consistent

statistically significant differences. In viewing the ANCOVA results,

it should be noted that the sample sizes are small. Both the treat-

ment and comparison schools experienced approximately a 17 18% increase

in the percentage of students reading 1 or more years below grade level

during the 1978-79 project year.

Potential for carry over from this project appears to be limited

to teachers' continued use of the project materials.

The following subsections describe in detail the project outcomes

for California.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in the Special Emphasis

and comparison schools in California is contained in Table 5.52, ANCOVA

Impact S-mmary. For project year 1977-78, a statistically significant

difference in the adjusted posttest scaled score grade 4 was identified

for the adjusted posttest scaled sco;s of the Special Emphasis group

exceeded that of the comparison group. The average observed change in

grade equivalent was .8 years for the grade 4 Special Emphasis group

and .3 years for the comparison group. Attention should be directed

to the presence of ceiling effects in the pre- and posttest scores

of the Special Emphasis group and in the posttest score of the

comparison group indicated that the observed change in grade equivalent

may not be a good estimator of the true change.

For project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA indicated a statistically

significant difference for grade 3 in which the adjusted posttest

scaled score for the comparison group exceeded that of the Special

Emphasis group. The average observed change in grade equivalent for

the comparison group was 1.3 years vs. .7 years for the Special
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TABLE 5.52

ANCOVA IMPACT SUMMARY

Site: CALIFORNIA

WHOLE GRADE

PROJECT YEAR

1977-1978

PROJECT YEAR

1918 -1979

Grade

Initial

Year

School

Sig.

of

F

Direction

of

ImpactGrALiv.,

Change

in

+0.6

+0.5

Grade

Ini0e1

Year

School of

F

Direction

of

2

S.B.

C.
H.S. 2

3.11,

C.
N.S.

.4pect

S.E.

C,
N.S.

40.3

40.3

S.E.

C.
<.01 C.

S.E.

C.
<.01

+0.8

+0.3

LB.

C.
N.S,

S.B.

C.
!LS.

+0.4 C.
N.S.

S.B.

C.

N.S.
+1.2

+1,6
6

S.E.

C,
N.S.

oo

0

240

Change

in

Cr. Big!:

+0.7

+0.4

+0.7

+1.3

+0.4

+0.6

+0.9

+0.6

+2,2

+1.2

PROJECT YEARS

1977-1919

Grade

Initial

Year

2

School

Sig.

of

F

S.E.

C.

Direction

of

Impact

Change

in

Cr.

S.E.

C...
B.E.

C.

N/A

14/A

S.E.

C.
N/A

8.8.

C.
N/A

BELOW GRADE MEAN

PROJECT YEAR

1977-1978

Grade Sig. Direction

Initial School of of

Year Impact

S.E.
2 H.S.

C.

Change

in

Cr. Equiv.

+0.6

+0.6

S.E.

C.
N.B.

+0.4

40.3

C.

S.".

C,

<,01 S.E.
+0,9

+0.2

N.S.
40.3

40.2

S.E.

C.
H.S.

+1.3

+1.0

PROJECT YEAR

1918-1979

Grade

Initial

Year

2

School

Si

of

F

Direction

of

Impact

S.B.

C.

N.S.

C.
<.01 C,

S.B.

C.
N.S.

S.E.

C,
N.S.

C.
H.S.

Change

in

Cr. Bquiv,

+0.7

+0.4

+0.5

+1.4

+0.4

+0.5

+0.8

+0.6

+1.4

+0.9

20.



Emphasis ;group. Again, ceiling effects were encountered in both pre-

and posttest scores of the comparison group and the pretest score of

the Special Emphasis group.

Covariance Anallrsis of "Below Mean" Cchort Groups

For project years 1977-78 and 1978-79, there were statistically

significant differences in the "below mean" cohort groups which

paralleled the "whole group" ANCOVA results. The average observed

change in grade equivalents for each "below mean" group was approximately

equal to that of the corresponding "whole grade" group.

Trend Anal sis of Students Readin 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Table 5.53, Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years

Below Grade Level, combines data contained in Tables D.17 and D.18

in Appendix D. It shows that, for the most part, more students dropped

below level as they progressed in school grades from 1978 to 1979.

The only exception occurs in the treatment school between the fourth

grade in Spring 1978 and the fifth grade in Spring 1979 where the

percentage of students reading 1 or more years below grade level fell

from 59% to 39%. Referring to Table D.17 in Appendix D, the reason

for the drop in percentage is the change in student body rather than

the improvement of students during the project year.

TABLE 5.53

TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Sits: CALIFORNIA

Treatment School

Grade
Spring
1977

Spring Spring
1978 1979

2

2 N/A 5 3

.3 N/A *..4%....... 10 21

4 ' N/A ..."'..,, 21
'........61.

1 N/A '............ 59 '''''., 45

_15 N/A ....'%',., 57 '...%.'"y_._22.....

School Total N/A 24 28

Spring
Comparison School

Spring Spring
1977 1978 1979

N/A 4 31

N/A %%%%%., 11 '...\., 36

N/A ..'''',, 66 ..%`'., 4E

N/A .%".%.., 73 -',..... 68

N/A .....s'\ 71 79

1 N A '
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Table 5.54, Number of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below

Grade Level, shows that in the treatment school, the percentage of

students reading 1 or more years below grade level (based on only

those students tested each spring) rose from 15% to 32%, a 17% increase.

In the comparison school, the percentage of students reading 1 or

more years below grade level rose from 28% to 46%, an 18% increase.

TABLE 5.54

NUMBER OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: CALIFORNIA

1

Treatment School Comparison Schooli
Proje,:t Year Project Year

I 1. Total st-..dents tested at
both points*

1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-791

tan 116 N/A 116

3eginning of Project Year

1. No. students tested > 1 year
below grade' N/A 17 N/A 33

% of total students

(line 2 /line 1) N/A 15% N/A 28%

End of Prolect Year

4. No. students tested > I year
below grades N/A 37 N/A 53

5. 1 of total students
(line 4 /line 1) N/A 32% N/A 46%

*
Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-73
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

'Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79

3Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79



Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Teachers, students, and parents were surveyed in 1978 and 1979

regarding reading attitudes and related behaviors.

Particular findings of interest from the various respondent

groups are highlighted below.

Teachers

In 1978, all Special Emphasis school teachers reported

improvement in student reading attitudes and behaviors;

in 1979, the percentage of teachers reporting improvement

dropped. (Tables 5.55 and 5.56)

In 1978 and 1979, half the Special Emphasis school teachers

reported that the attitudes of their colleagues toward

reading instruction showed no change. (Table 5.55)

In 1978 and 1979, half the Special Emphasis school teachers

reported improvement in the principals' attitudes toward

the reading program. (Table 5.55)

From 1978 to 1979, student attitudes and behaviors and

teacher and principal attitudes were reported to have

improved at the comparison school. (Tables 5.55 and 5.56)

In 1978 and 1979, one third of the teachers at the Special

Emphasis school felt that reading was receiving too much

attention and detracting from other program areas.

(Table 5.57)

In 1978 and 1979, the majority of teachers at the comparison

school resented the SDRT testing and extra work Special

Emphasis imposed on them. (Table 5.57)

Students and Parents

' In 1978, a higher percentage of Special Emphasis school

third graders thought reading was fun than did the

comparison group. (Table 5.58)
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In 1978, fewer Special Emphasis school third graders read

only when they had to. (Table 5.58)

In 1978 and 1979, fourth through sixth graders had similar

reading attitudes and behaviors except for the amount of

time reading outside of school. (Table 5.59)

In 1978, data collected from Special Emphasis and comparison

school parents reveals no observable differences. (Table 5.60)

Tables 5.55-5.60 present the attitudinal and behavioral data

from which these findings were extracted. No comparisons of third

grade or parent data for 1979 can be made due to the lack of data from

the Special Emphasis school.

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

Residual effects in California were difficult to assess. Special

Emphasis at the California site, it seems, was more characterized by

enthusiasm and esprit d'corps than by reading techniques or instruc-

tional philosophy. Half of the teachers did attest that they would

continue to utilize materials from Special Emphasis. Perhaps partici-

pants may attempt to enkindle the enthusiasm they experienced in

Special Eiaphasis in future assignments.



TABLE 5.55

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

Site: CAL/FOREL

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Teachars' Effect

Assessmsnt of:

Positive
Change

2

No
Change

2

Negative
Change

2

-

Cannot
Tall

-

No
Easponse

z
Studonts' attitudes
toward reading

1978 100 - -

1979 67 17 - 17 -

Teachers' attitudes toward
reading instruction

1978 50 50
---,

- - -

1979 33 50 j - 17 -

Principals' attitudes
toward reading program

1978 50 31' - 17 -

1979 50 33 - - 17

School: COMPARISON

Effect
'Teachers' _.

Amassment of:

Positive
Change

2

No
Change

2

Negative
Change

2

Cannot I

Tell IRespoasa
2 1

No

'--3Students' attitudes
uto ard reading

1978 60 10 - -

1979 83 17 - - -

,eschers' attitudes toward
'reading instruction

_1978 30 30 20 - 20

1979 50 17 - 33 -
rincipals' attitudes
toward reading program

1978 30 20 10 - 40

1979 50 - - 33 17

Non - response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
1002.
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TABLE 5.56

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

Site: CALIFORNIA

School: SPECIAL ENFROIS

Teachers' Effect
Aasessment of
Student Reading Behaviors

Positive
Change

%

No

Change
2

Negative
Change

%

Cannot
Tell
%

No

Response
%

Time spent reading
in class

1978 100 - - - -

1979 100 - - - -

Tine 'pent reading
outside of class

1978 100 - - - -

1979 50 33 - - 17,...,

Library end /or
classroom book usage

1978 100 - - - -

1979 67 33 - -

School: COMrtAISON

Teachers' Effect

Assessment of
Student Reading Behaviors

Positive
Change

%

No
Change

%

'Negative
Change

%

Cannot
Tall
I

No

Rat:pans*
%

Time spent reading
in class

1978 60 40 - 20

1979 I 100 -
i

- - -

Time spent reading
outside of class

1978 20 40 - - 40

1979 - - - 83 17

Library and/or
claaszoom book usage

1978 1_ 40 40 - - 20

1979 t 1 17 -



TABLE 5.57

TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT

Site: CALIFORNIA

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Year
Major
Problem

%

Minor
Problem

z

Not A
Problem

z

Teacher dissatisfaction with
project objectives

1978 - 17 83

1979 - 83

Conflict between project objectives and
other district objectives

1978 - - 100

1979 - - 83

Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs

1978 - 33 67

1979 _ 33 50

Conflict between teachers and reading
specialists

1978 - - 100

1979 - 17 67

School: COMPARISON

Year
Major

Problem
z

Minor
Problem

%

Not A
Problem

z
Teacher resentment of administering
tests to students not benefiting
from the project

1978 50

-

20 10

1979 - 67 33
Teacher resentment of extra work without
receiving new materials or other support

60 10 10

1979 17 50 33

Parental complaints about
testing

1978 20 10 40

1979 - - 100
Teacher feelings that reading is
emphasized at expense of other programs 1978 20 10 50

1979 - - 100

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for
or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.58

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3

Site: CALIFORNIA

Year: 1978

School Yes
Some-
times No

Reading is fun
,

Special
Emphasis 53 43 3

Comparison 30 53 13

I like to read during
my free time

Special
EmphaSis 57 43

Comparison 57 34 6

I..like my reading class

Special
57 33 10_Emphasis

Comparison 53 26 13

I read only when
1 have, to

Special
Emphasis 30 13 57

Comparison 51 23 . 23

Year: 1979

. School Yes
%

Some-
times
%

No
%

Reading is fun
Special
Emphasis -

Comparison 71 25 4

I like to read during
my free time

Special
Emphasis

_ - -

Comparison 37 54 8

I like my reading class

Special
Emphasis

Comparison
79 12 8

I read only when
I have to

Special
Emphasis

_ -

Comparison 33 46 21

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.59

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6*

Site: CALIFORNIA

Year: 1978

Reading Attitudes School Yes
%

Some-.

Times
%

No
%

Do you like to read?
Special
Emphasis 58 40

Comparison 50 41 1

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 82 7 9

Comparison 74 11 9

Reading Habits School
0

%

1-5

%

6+

%
How many hours do you spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
Emphasis 4 67 25

Comparis 25 57 12

How many books have you
read during the past month?

Special
Emphasis 3 24 67

Co..arison 2 33 59

Year: 1979

Reading Attitudes SOlool Yes
%

Some-
Times

%
No
%

Do you like to read?
;q2ecial

Emphasis 55 45 -

Comparison 58 37 2

Do you read better this year
than last year?

Special
Emphasis 97 - 3

Comparison 85 - 10

Reading Habits School
0 1-5 6+

%
How many hours do you spend
reading outside of school
per week?

Special
Emphasis 5 77 18

Comparison 26 54 18

How many books have you
read during the past month?

Special
Emphasis 1 14 85

gisparison , 31 60

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.60

SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY
*

Site:. CALIFORNIA

Year: 1978

School Yes
%

No
%

Cannot
Say
%

Does 'your child share books
with you or. your family?

Special
Emphasis 87 11

CO.ariSOI1 71 19

Does the school set up
parent/teacher conferences?

Special
Emphasis 55 35

Comparison 48 34 10

Have you worked as a
volunteer in your child's
school this year?

Special
Emphasis 9 84

Comparison 9 73 2

Year 1979

School 'Yes No
Cannot

Say

Does your child share books
with you or your family?

Special
Emphasis -

Comparison 89 1 -

Does the school set up
parent/teacher conferencs?

Special
Emphasis - -

Comparison 61 25 1.4

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%.



CROSS SITE SUMMARY

The results of the various outcome analyses for the seven sites

may be used to create a total picture of the effects of the Special

Emphasis concept as implemented in a variety of settings nationwide.

This subsection provides a summative review of the covariance analyses,

the trend analysis of students reading 1 or more years below grade

level, the attitudinal and behavioral findings, and the residual

effects of Special Emphasis projects. A statistical analysis of the

impact data aggregated across project sites was not undertaken due to

site to site differences in Special Emphasis treatment, in participants,

and in criteria for participation in Special Emphasis. Despite these

differences, a review of impact results for each site in light of

results of Qther sites can provide insight into the impact of the

Special Emphasis concept as carried out among the sites. Likewise,

the emergence of any consistent patterns of impact or trends can be

detected.

Based upon process data and observations of the study team, it

was anticipated that three project sites provided the greatest potential

fac impact to emerge. These three sites (Louisiana, Tennessee, and

Texas), implemented programs that closely conformed to Special

Emphasis regulations and guidelines. These sites are called Group I

sites. Group II consists of the remaining four sites (Michigan,

Ohio, West Virginia, and California) at which program implementatio-

was in question and impact resu r aspect. Tables in this sum

section present data for Group , : ,Loup II sites to disting,..s..

sites which implemented the Special Emphasis Program from those which

implemented marginal or questionable programs. Table 4.46 contains

the data from which these groupings were determined.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

Table 5.61 illustrates the incidence of significant differences,

for the "whole grade" cohort groups for each project site. Four of the

seven sites, Louisiana, Mi,A116:, ' West Virginia, had si

cant differences between the SpP end comparison grouq.,
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Of these sites, Louisiana and Texas both had a pattern of significant

differences fox grades 2 and 5 favoring the Special Emphasis groups.

Both Louisiana and Texas represented Group I sites; each had highly

operationalized Special Emphasis programs. At neither of these sites

was there any evidence that the Special Emphasis treatment r grade

2 or grade 5 was different than that offered at other grade levels.

There were no other observed patterns.

TABLE 5.61

ANCOVA WHOLE GRADE COHORT GROUPS SUMMARY

GROUP I

LOUISIANA TENNESSEE TEXAS
Grade 1977-78 1978-79 1977-79 11977-78 1978-79 1977-79 1977-78 1978 -79 1977-79

2 SE SE N/A 1 - - SE SE N/A

3 - - SE I - - - - -

4 - - -
I

1 - - - - -

5 SE SE N/A 1 - - - - SE SE

6 - - C - - -

SROUP II

MICHIGAN OHIO WEST VIRGINIA CALIFORNIA
Grade 1977-78 1978-79 1977-79 1977-78 1977-78 1978-79 1977-79 1978-79

2 - - N/A - - C N/A -

3 - C - - - - N/A
4 - - - C SE SE -

5 C - - C - C -

6 - N/A N/A - - - - -

Key: SE S,,..aficant difference, Special Emphasis group
S%tsificant difference, comparison group

- giinificant difference
N/ ,:tk not available

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

The ANCOVA performed for the "below mean" cohort groups revealed

more incidents of statistically significant differences than the "whole

group" ANCOVAs, but consistent patterns of significant differences

are extremely limited. Statistically significant differences emerged

from the 1978-79 project year analysis in Louisiana where 4 out of 5
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ANCOVAs indicated significance in favor of the Special Emphasis school

at grades 2, 4, 5, and 6. The Texas site "below mean" cohort group

analysis showed statistically 3ignif= _at differences favoring the

Special Emphasis school at grade 2 for both project years 1977-78 and

1978-79. Both Louisiana and Texas are Group I sites. In all other

instances, the significant differences were scattered among schools,

grade l_vels, and project years. As Table 5.62 indicates, the incidence

of significant differences occurred mainly in Louisiana and West Virginia,

with the only consistent patterns present in Louisiana.

TABLE 5.62

ANCOVA BELOW MEAN COHORT GROUPS SUMMARY

GROUP

Grade
LOUISIANA TENNESSEE TEXAS

1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79

2 SE SE - - SE SE

3 - - - - -

4 - SE - - - -

5 - SE - - - -

6 - SE - -

GROUP U.

MICHIGAN OHIO WEST VIRGINIA CALIFORNIAGrade 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79
2 - - - - - -

.
-

3 C - - - ---c - C

4 - - - C SE SE -

3 - C , - SE -
6 - SE r - - -

Key: SE Significant difference. Special Emphasis group
C Significant difference, compaction group
- No significant difference
N/A Oats not available



Trend Analysis of 'Student Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

The results of the analyses contained in the Tables of Appendix

D, Frequency Analysis of Students More Than 1 Year Below Grade Level

in Reading Comprehension, show that as student cohorts progress in

grade levels, more students fall 1 or more years below level each

succeediug year 1 Ohio, however, the comparison group lost less

"ground" than the Special Emphasis group and in Louisiana he Special

Emphasis group did not fall below level as much as did the comparison

group.

In most of the sites, the total percentage (refer to Table 5.63)

of students reading 1 or more years below grade level appears to be

either decreasing or holding steady from 1977 to 1978 and from 1978

to 1979 for both the Special Emphasis and comparison schools. While

new second grade cohorts perform better on the SDRT each year in

Louisiana, Michigan, Tennessee, Texas, and West Virginia, this does

not completely account for the apparent overall "improvement" in the

total percentage of students reading below level. Students leaving

the observed school sample and not tested at a subsequent test point

contribute to the observed improvement. In fact, a site-by-site analysis

of numbers of students shows only two instances--Tennessee and West

Virginia comparison schools in 1977-78--where the total school per-

centage of students reading 1 or more years below level decreases.

TABLE 5.63

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR BELOW
GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION

Special Emphasis School Comparison School

1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
'ROUP T

Louisiana 37% 37% 31% 35Z 32% 32%
Tennessee 45% 37% 20% 34% 20% 20%

Texas 182 182 15% 17% 202 162

GROUP II

Michigan 38% 37% 31% 44% 407. 29%
Ohio 27% N/A N/A 32% N/A N/A
West Virginia 36Z 24% 29Z 40% 30% 37%
California N/A 24% 28% N/A 39% 49%
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Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

The following attitudinal and behavioral findings summarize the

results of the surveys of teachers, students, and parents across all

sites.

The majority of Special Emphasis and comparison school

teachers' perceptions regarding changes in reading-related

student attitudes and behaviors reflect improved attitudes

and behaviors in 1978. The extent of teacher perceived

improvement in 1979 droppe.

No consistent pattern emerges from teachers' perceptions

of their colleagues' attitudes regarding readi1.16.

Many teachers either declined to comment or professed a

lack of knowledge regarding their school principal's

attitudes toward reading.

Teacher's problems with Special Emphasis seemed to peak

in 1978 and subside in 1979. For teachers in the Special

Emphasis schools, problems generally were with the over

emphasis on reading to the detriment of other subjects.

Teachers in the comparison schools resented the extra

work which Special Emphasis imposed when they received

no program benefits.

Attitudes regarding reading and reading-related behaviors

expressed by students and parents were similar in both

treatment and comparison schools.

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

Educational intervention programs generally have as their primary

objective, the improvement of student performance--oftentimes measured

by test scores. Student improvement on test scores, however, is not

the only measure of educationally significant outcomes. The effective-

ness of an intervention program may also be measured by the effect of

the program upon the attitudes of participants (children, teachers,

parents), the degree oi parent involvement, and/or "institutionalized"
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changes evidence in individual teachers, reading programs, schools,

and school systems. Not only are these changes meaningful in themselves,

but they also may create a climate in which long-term effects on student

performance may occur.
1

Often in Federally funded experimental or

demonstration programs, little or no evidence of the program or the

changes it was intended to introduce remains after Federal funding ends.

Occasionally, however, there are program components or entire programs

that are taken over by the local agency o: school and are continued

after Federal funding ceases. The continuation of a program after

termination of Federal funding may be regarded as one of the best

indicators of program success. On the other hand, an initial commitment

to continue a project beyond Federal funding may be a major determinant

of program success (if, indeed, it is successful).
2

Within Special

Emphasis, GRC found indications of both phenomena: Special Emphasis

comtionents continued after Federal funding because of their perceived

value to the school/district; and, a decision from the outset to

interalize the Special Emphasis approach into the district's reading

program.

To determine the extent to which Special Emphasis had effected

change, teachers were asked in the spring of 1979 what changes they

had perceived ..-11 attitudes and what programmatic changes would remain

after the Special Emphasis project was over. Then, in fall 1979,

after the project ended, each project director, reading specialists,

a sample of teachers, and a LEA official were questioned regarding

tangible, residual effects of Special Emphasis. While some said that

they were "waiting to see the evaluation results," others were ready

to identify specific changes which they attributed to Special Emphasis.

1
See the Head Start Newsletter (fall 1977) report on "Parents, Children
Continuity," Administration for Children, Youth, and Families, DHEW,
1977. Results of several independent studies (Irving Lazar, et al.)
on the long -errs effects of Head Start Participation have shown signifi-
cant achievement gains for former Head Start participants.

2
Paul Berman, Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, et al., Federal Programs
Supporting Educational Chanat, Vol. III, Factors Affecting Implementa-
tion and Continuation (Santa Monica, California: The RAND Corporation,
Report R-1589/7 HEW, 1978).
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On every level--school district, school, classroom, and the

home--the kinds of institutionalized carry over from Special Emphasis

varied widely. The degree of certainty regarding the carry over also

ranged from conjecture to documentation of fact. The greatest degree

of carry over appears to have taken place in Louisiana, Ohio, Tennessee,

and Texas- -the sites in which school district officials were most

strongly involved in the project. The level at which the greatest

impact took place was at the classroom level. Only Texas and Tennessee

were able to affect patterns of parent involvement.

The key factors, or comUnations of factors, which promote institu-

tionalization varied with each site. Overall, the key determinants

appeared to be:

A district official (usually the original proposal writer)

took responsibility for the design and regular supervision

of the project and also for making improvement in the

system after the project ended. Thus, a combination of

leadership and continuity from the central office was

present.

The project had specific objectives and special strategies

designed to meet the objectives. In other words, there

was a uniqueness to the project and not merely "more of

the same" or simply a new text. In this regard, placing

the reading specialist in the regular classroom, designating

the specialist as a resource for the classroom teacher with

time set aside for conferences, and skills assessment with

specific provisions for skill building to achieve goals

were among the more prominent approaches.

Symbols of success were also important. Over the course

of a 3-year project, teachers and administrators needed

to see signs of progress and accomplishment such as positive

test score results, more parent involvement, improved

teacher morale and enthusiasm.
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Teachers had "ownership" in the project. Regardless of

whether the design and initiation of the project came

from the district office, the teachers and specialists

needed to make a creative input to the project and have

a sense that their concerns and problems were heard.

Two of the four sites which had the highest degree of project

institutionalizatidn, Louisiana and Texas, also had the only consistent

patterns of statistically significant differences between Special

Emphasis and comparison schools.
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TABLE A.1

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Site: LOUISIANA

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ea. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp

. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1977;

spring 1978)

57 175 62 131 66 707
*

64 147 64 124 313 784

I. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems 4 16 6 9 11 1 9 0 4 0 34 26

3. No. took Spring/Fall 1977

SORTS only
17 47 11 34 11 110 13 47 12 38 64 276

_
. No. took Spring 1978 SORT

but not Spring 1977 SDRT 7 27 14 19 7fi Sfi 3 18 10 18 41 87

. No in Sample Size fat

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))

29 85 31 107 37 91 39 82 38 68 114 395

Error in coding from Spring to Fall '77.

,,.:Spring '78 but not Fall '77 due to coding, Project Year 1978-79

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ea. Comp. Sp.Ei. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp.

I.
Total No. Students took

SORT (spring, fall 1978;

spring 1979)

58 153 58 133 70 136 64 138 66 139 316 699

. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems 5 10 25 S 10 5 4 31 50

3.. No. took Spring/Fall 1978

SORTS only 18 34 8 37 19 20 19 36 6 30 70 157

No took Spring/Fall 1979

SDRT but not Spring 1978

SORT

9 23 9 27 11 21 7 22 9 34 45 1271......
27 90 34 64 30

A

70

-n

33

e-t-

70 46 71 170 365

$. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2i3+4))



TABLE A.2

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977 -18

Site: MICHIGAN

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ew. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ea. Comp. Comp. Comp.

1. Total No. Students took

SORT (spring, fall 1977;

spring 1918)

164 145 146 123 131 109 119 126 133 112 693

.........

615

.

h. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems
22 4 8 11 6 4 11 5 7 5

______-

54 29 1

3. No. took Spring/Fall 1977

SORTS only
27 42 36 28 32 28 18 28 29 32 142 158

4. No. took Spring 1978 SORT

only
33 38 16 20 26 21 21 27 16 15 112 121

5. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))

82 61 86 64 67 56 69 66 81 60 385 307

pnject Year 1978-79

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

Sp.Em.r-&W.School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ea. 'Comp. Sp.Ea. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp.

L. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1978;

spring 1979)

157 135 161 128 130 119 130 103 N/A N/A 578 485,

2. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems
8 7 4 5 4 9 2 3 N/A N/A 18 24

3. No. took Spring/Fall 1978

SORT' only
43 37 33 27 20 26 23 17 N/A N/A 119 107

4. No. took Spring 1978 SORT

only
24 26 29 25 24 18 26 19 N/A N/A 103 88

5. No. in Sample Site for

ANCOVA Analyses

(l- (2 +3 +4))

82 65 95 71 82 66 79 64

(65)

N/A N/A 338 266

262



TABLE A.3

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Site: OHIO

Grade: 2 3 4

----'Sp.Em.Comp.Sp.,.m.Comp.

5 6 TOTAL

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Spam. Comp. Sp.Em. Comi:

I. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1977;

spring 1978)

70 70 67 61 61 45 58 50 61 49 317 275

2. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems
6 3 3 0 5 0 1 0 1 4 16 1

3. No. took Spring/Fall 1977

SDRTs only
20 20 23 17 9 18

.

13 18 15 15 80 88

4. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT

only
7 9 12 11 8 9 9 3 10 6 46 38

5. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))

37 38

(41)

29 33 39 18 35 29 35 24 175 142

Project Year 1978-79

Grade: 2 3 4 5 TOTAL

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp.

1. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1978;
83 41 62 58 57 45 62 32 54 36 318 212

2. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems
0 2 7 0 1 0 8 1 6 0 1

). No. took Spring/Fall 1978

SDRTs only

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

4. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT

only

II II

II

II

II

II

II

II II $1 it II

II 111111111

II Ii II

5. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Anal -ee a

(1-(2+3+4))

I I 11 II 11



TABLE A .4

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Site TENNESSEE

Grades 2

1

3 4 5 6 TOTAL

School: Sp.Ea. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Ep.Em. Comp:

1. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1977;

spring 1978)

62 41 67 52 52 40 67 33 72 41 320 207

L. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems
9 5 7 13 12 11 6 9 8 12 42 50

3. No. took Spring/Fall 1977

SDRTs only
10 9 10 11 6 6 9 7 9 5 44 38

4. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT

only
10 4 9 5 3 7 7 3 8 4 37

--,
23

S. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))

33 23 41 23 31 16 45 14 47 20 197 96

Project Year 1978 -19

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ea.1 Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. oSp.F.m.Cm.p

308 204
1. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1978;

spring 1979)

57 40 67 41 71 45 50 43 63 35

. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems

4 3 11 1 11 8 12 11 3 11 41 40

3. No. took Spring/Fall 1978

SDRTs only
11 17 13 9 6 8 5 3 40 2 75 39

. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT

only
6 3 7 4 12 6 5 8 3 4 33 25

5. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))

37 17 36 21 42 23 28 21 17 18 159 100

264



TABLE A,5

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Site: TEXAS

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Spam. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp.

1. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1977;

spring 1978)

161 167 135 166 120 153
*

203
*

272 N/A N/A

2. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems
4 2 7 6 9 10 7 16 N/A l N/A

3. No. took Spring/Fall 1977

SDR7s only
43 50 38 38 26 34 115 140 NIA N/A

. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT

only
27 43 25 30 24 30 16 25 N/A N/A

S. No. in Sample Sixe for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))

87 72 65 92 61 79 65 91 N/A N/A

Sixth grade students tested Fall 1977

miscoded as fifth graders.
Project Year 1978-79

TOTAL

Sp.Ea. Comp

619 758

27 34

222 262

92 128

278 334

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

School: Sp.Em.' Comp. Sp.Ea. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ea. Comp

4. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1978;

spring 1979)

11

. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems

131 185 154 162 139 164 135 164 N/A N/A 559 675

12 2 17 1 20 3 18 12 N/A N/A 67 24

3. No. took Spring/Fall 1978

SDRTs only
24 41 28 41 41 49 30 48 N/A N/A 123 179

C Na. took Spring 1918 SDRT

only 95t 136
t

28 37 23 24 30 26 N/A N/A 176 223

5. No. in Sample Site for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))

0 6 81 77 55 88 57 78 N/A N/A 193 249

tStudents in first grade Spring 1978 were

not given complete SDRT. 26



TABLE A.6

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Site:WEST VIRGINIA

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ea. coop. Sp.Ea. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ea. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp.

I. Total No. Students took

SORT (spring, fall 1977;

spring 1970

70 74 68 65 71 65 69 72 71 74 349 350

t. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems 7

11

6

12

8 7

-i

17 15

0

8

0

18

0

14

0

13

20

60

13

65
3. No. took Spring/Fall 1977

SORTs only
10 7

i. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT

only
10 15 6 12 8 6 9 15 12 15 45 63

S. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))
45 52 44 35 38 37 52 39 45 46 224 209

Project Year 1978-79

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

School: Sp.Ei. Comp. Sp.Ei. Comp. Sp.Ea. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Ea. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp.

3. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1978;

spring 1979)

83 79 66 6Q 69 63 73 66 77 68 368 345

. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems
0 0 3 0 4 0 7 0 0 0 14 0

. No. took Spring/Fall 1978

SORT, only
4 13 4 21 10 15 8 14 9 24 175 87

1. No. took Spring 1978 SORT

only 11 8 7 8 13 8 11 14 13 9 55 47

. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))

68 58 52 40 42 40 47 38 55 35 264 211



TABLE A.7

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Sites CALIFORNIA

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL
School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp

L. Total No. Students took

SDRT (fall 1977;

spring 1978)

40 29 59 34 46 36 58 33 57 172 279

. No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

I. No. took Fall 1977

SDRTs only
1 11 0 13 5 14 4 6 3 6 13 50

. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT

only
12 2 7 0 8 5 G 1 9 11 42

. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))

36 36 27 39 29 24 27 46 29 42 148 187

Project Year 1978-79

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6
,

TOTAL
1_I

Comp.

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em.-

L. Total No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1978;

spring 1979)

65 60 50 88 54 74

._

46 67 49

----.

70 264

_

359

! No. Designated as Having

Learning Problems
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1-------

I. No. took Spring/Fall 1978

SDRTs only
28 24 10 24 16 26 15 23 16 27 85 124

r. No took Spring 1978 SORT

only 12 18

)

9 37 16 18 9 27 14 19 60 119---
. No. in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+31-4))

25 18 30 27 22 30 22 17 19

-

24 118 116
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TABLE B..1

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH

PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site LOUISIANA Project Year: 1977-1978

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)

2 3 4 5 6
.

Special Emphasis Pretest Only 0 + 0 0 +
Posttest Only + 0 0 - -

Comparison Pretest Only 0 - N/A 0 -

Posttest Only 0 - + 0 0

Project Year: 1978-1979

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Empshsis Pretest Only 0 0 + + -
Posttest Only N/A + 0 + 0

Comparison Pretest Only 0 - 0 0 0

Posttest Only 0 - 0 - 0

KEY:

0: Difference between mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is less
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of rra- and posttest group.

+: Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pre- and posttest group.

Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation lower than mean of pre- and posttest group.
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TABLE B.2

summAnY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH

PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Sits:MICRIGAN Project Yaar: 1977-1978

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)

2 3 4 5 6

Special tophasia Precast Only - 0 0 0 0
Posttest Only 0 0 0 0 -

Comparison Pretest Only 0 - 0 - 0
Posttest Only - 0 0 0 0

Project Year: 1978 -1979

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)

2 3 4 S 6

Special 8mpahsis Prutast Only 0 0 - 0 N/A
Posttest Only - 0 0 0 N/A

Comparison Pratast Only 0 - 0 0 N/A
Posttass Only - 0 0 - N/A

UT:

0: Difference between mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is lass
than 1/3 standard deviation frog mean of pre- and posttast group.

+: Mean scaled scars of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pre- and posttest group.

Haan acalod score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation lover than masa of pre- and posttest group.
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TABLE B.3

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH

PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: OHIO Project Year: 1977-1978

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Emphasis Pretest Only 0 + + 0
-...

-
Posttest Only 0 + 0 + -

Comparison Pretest Only - 0 0 - 0
Posttest Only - 0 0 + -

Project Year: 1978-1979

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Empahsis

Comparison

Pretest Only
Posttest Only

Precast Only
Poattest Only

- - - - -
- - N/A - -

- - - - -

- - - - -

EBY:

0: Difference between mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is lass
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of pre- and posttest group.

+: Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pre- and posttast group.

Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation Lower than mean of pre- and posttest group.
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TABLE B.4

SUMMARY or DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH

PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Sits: 'TENNESSEE
Project Year: 1977-1978

SCHOOL
GRADE (Spring 1978)

2 3 4 5 6
Special Emphasis Pretest Only 0 - + 0 -

Posttest Only + + 0 + 0

Comparison Pretest Only 0 0 - 0 G
Posttest Only + 0 + - +

Project Year: 1978-1979
--

SCHOOL
. ---

GRADE (Spring 1979)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Empahsis Pretest Only - 0 0 + 0_

Posttest Only 0 + 0 -r +

Comparison Pretest Only 0 + 0 - 0
Posttest Only - + + - 0

TJLY:

0: Different. between mean sect.d score of pre- or posttest only group is lessthan 1/3 standard deviation from mean of pre- and posttest group.

+: Maas scaled score of pre or posztast only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pr.- and posttest group.

Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standarddeviation Lower than mean of pre- and posttest group.

B-5

2'72



TABLE B.5

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH

PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: TEXAS Project Year: 1977-1978

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Emphasis Pretest Only 0 0 - 0 -

Posttast Only 0

Comparison Pretest Only 0 0 0 0 -

Posttast Only 0 0 0 0 -

Project Year: 1973-1979

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Empahsis Pretest Only N/A 0 0 0

Posttest: Only N/A 0

Comparison Pretest Only N/A 0 0 0

Posttest Only + 0 0

KEY:

0: Difference between mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is less
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of pre- and posttest group.

+: Mean scaled score of pie- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pre- and posttest group.

Mesa scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation loscrthtn mean of pre- and posttest group.
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TABLE B.6

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH

PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
Project tsar: 1977-1978

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)

3 4 5 6

Special Emphasis Pratast Only - - - -
Posttest Only - - - - 0

Comparison Pretest Only 0 - - - 0
Posttest Only - 0 0 - -

Project Year: 1978-1979

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)

2 3 4 3 6

Spacial Impahsis Pretest Only 0 - - 0 -
Posttest Only - - - 0 -

Comparison Protest Only - ' 0 - 0 -
Posttest Only 0 + 0 0 0

FEY:

0: Difference b.re..n mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is less
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of prs- and posttest group.

+: Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher thsamean of pre- and posttest group.

Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation lover than mean of pre- ani5 posttest group.
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TABLE B.7

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH

PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: CALIFORNIA Project Year: 1977-1978

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Emphasis

Comparison

Pretest Only
Posttest Only

Pretest Only
Posttest Only

Project Year: 1978-1979

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Empahsis Pretest Only 0 - 0 0 0

Posttest Only _ 0 - -

Comparison Protest Only + + + 0 0

Posttest Only 0 - 0 0 -

KEY:

0: Difference between mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is less
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of pre- and posttest group.

Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pre- and posttest group.

Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation lower than mean of pre- and posttest group.



APPENDIX C

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT
REPORTED BY CLASS



Site: LOUISIANA

"TABLE C.1

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

SDRT TEST POINTS

FALL t979---

Ind

SPRING 1971

Ind

FALL 1977

N Mean Ind

SPRING 1978

N Mean Ind N

FALL 1978

Mean Ind

SPRING 1979

N Mean IndGRADE N Mean N Mean

1 22 29.7 20 47.4 22 31.9
25 34.6 20 25.5 F 22 33.5

2 16 76.6 C 17 39.8 17 71.7 C 20 51.0 18 73.6 C 11 48.6
14 67.6 C 20 37.7 19 75.4 C 16 43.7 18 76.9 C 9 52.8
12 58.1

3 19 47.9 C 24 28.0 24 40.8 13 33.7 21 40.7 6 39.7.

16 35.8 23 26.9 21 37.6 21 21.8 22 40.2 5 26.0

4 18 32.0 28 42.1 C 25 47.8 C 18 36.0 18 48.7 C 10 46.2 C
17 46.0 C 17 24.9 18 37.4 26 47.3 C 23 50.6 C 12 37.7
18 54.7 C

5 19 21.9 26 25.4 21 36.4 22 16.9 F 20 22.9 7 19.8
16 38.2 21 23.4 18 33.1 24 28.7 20 37.4 3 20.3

2 24.0

11 28.4

6 26 42.0 C 26 23.1 24 31.5 27 38.6 31 45.1 C 7 30.3
27 31.4 23 30.7 23 35.4 24 27.4 24 30.9 8 37.1

3 21.0

11 27.7 25 40.1

28 42.1 C 12 38.2

Teat Level Maximum Score Floor jF) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above

Red 90 27 63

Green 60 18 42

Brown 60 18 42



Site: LOUISIANA

TABLE C.2

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: COMPARISON

GRADE

SORT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979

I-ridN Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean

1 22 41.4 19 42.8 26 47.0
24 41.6 29 56.0 24 37.0
22 42.3 22 54.6 ,27 36.7
24 47.4 24 45.9 28 52.9
17 55.5 22 34.0
25 45.9

2 22 73.1 C 16 47.6 19 79.6 C 25 73.2 C 24 87.4 C 16 58.4
24 72.6 C 24 71.6 C 24 85.9 C 22 58.7 23 75.7 C 3 31.7
22 69.7 C 24 43.7 21 68.8 C 23 48.1 22 77.9 C 17 42.2
21' 72.8 C 25 37.5 24 64.6 C 24 68.5 C 21 65.8 C 18 45.8
22 76.1 C 26 56.6 21 79.8 C 23 52.3 23 82.6 C 20 67.7 C

3 30 38.7 28 28.5 19 45.2 C 29 22.9 13 45.4 C 22 34.7
24 40.8 29 38.2 23 39.5 33 44.1 C 16 43.5 C 4 20.5'
32 42.3 C 32 33.2 20 47.1 C 34 33.0 27 51.3 C 7 29.8

26 42.o C 22 47.0 C 13 30.8

10 34.3

8 28.7

4 18.2

4 28 44.0 C 29 36.3 20 42.6 C 16 21.7 24 49.9 C 14 45.7 C
25 44.9 C 28 32.0 26 51.1 C 27 44.3 C 20 51.0 C 24 51.6 C
30 43.0 C 30 37.5 27 45.9 C 29 54.6 C 26 44.3 C 19 44.9 C
25 48.8 C 28 30.6 21 39.0 22 37.9 21 51.0 C 8 40.9
28 46.1 C

.,,

5 23 28.8 1 20.0 18 18.5 23 17.1 F 19 20.8 15 28.9
24 32.1 25 22.3 28 29.9 25 32.8 27 34.9 3 16.3 F
23 24.3 48 23.3 18 43.5 C 2 31.0 27 27.3 14 28.9
22 31.5 25 19.4 26 24.2 19 18.4 6 21.3 14 24.5

23 19.7 28 16.7 F 15 23.8

r
6 21 29.9 27 18.4 8 24.4 12 19.6 29 39.0 21 26.5

30 30.4 33 39.8 28 49.8 C 18 22.5 20 30,8 17 22.3
'25 41.9 29 24.2 26 34.3 30 40.0 19 31.9 21 36.2
28 30.9 23 18.7 22 21.1 27 29.5 20 37.0 10 22.9
26 42.6 C 25 25.9 17 28.2

7 14 35.1 34 39.2 25 34.1
33 35.1 53 27.0 20 25.7
16 25.2 20 29.3
53 34.3 19 34.4

---__ 13 30.0

Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Celling_(C) Effect Above
Red

Green

Brown

90

60

60

21

18

18

63

42

42
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Site: MICHIGAN

TABLE C.3

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

GRADE

SORT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1971 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
M Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Kean Ind --"--M Mean Ind N Mean Ind N :lean Ind

1 27 55.2 24 46.4 30 63.0 C
31 45.7 19 54.7 24 50.5
27 47.8 19 46.9 19 42.1
26 47.9 25 46.6 21 43.3

21 43.8

2 26 66.8 C 23 51.3 25 77.3 C 28 45.6 30 74.3 C 12 70.7 C
32 72.6 C 24 55.9 29 77.0 C 25 59.6 23 80.8 C 12 66.3 C
30 75.4 C 23 37.3 30 70.6 C 29 47.3 26 81.9 C 14 52.6
29 66.5 C 27 52.0 31 75.9 C 23 55.6 27 80.0 C 13 34.7

3 30 42.7 C 29 30.3 25 44.0 C 27 33.4 30 44.4 C 26 29.2
27 40.3 27 25.2 27 35.0 31 32.8 32 43.3 C 17 29.3
35 35.1 25 31.0 25 43.4 C 28 33.7 31 41.7 C 24 37.2

25 27.2 24 38.2 30 26.8 29 35.2 7 34.3

6 28.0

21 28.1

4 122 38.3 21 34.0 20 44.0 C 30 38.3 30 44.9 C 21 37.9
18 46.9 C 27 39.5 24 44.5 C 31 30.6 29 39.2 22 39.7
25 45.8 C 25 35.9 25 45.6 C 9 56.0 C 16 55.8 C 16 43.4 C
24 49.5 C 25 39.5 24 49.1 c 27 38.7 3n 47.5 18 46.3 C

5 25 28.0 21 23.2 23 31.9 28 18.3 [32 18.7 24 21.6
29 24.0 20 16.8 F 23 21.2 25 18.8 28 25.6 27 20.7
26 24.8 21 15.3 F 22 16.7 F 15 24.2 15 37.3 25 16.6 F
25 29.8 19 24.3 21 30.9 30 18.8 30 22.4 15 38.5

6 29 33.0 24 25.1 23 29.7 11 30.5
26 28.8 25 25.1 26 31.5 18 19.8
29 32.2 28 28.6 24 36.3 19 21.9
26 36.4 19 19.4 24 30.6 20 20.6

Teat Level Maximum Score Floorla_Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42
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TABLE C.4

MEAN RN SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site! MICHIGAN
- School: COMPARISON

GRADE

SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979

-IndN !lean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean

21 41.3 28 50.4 33 68.5 C
26 45.1 31 41.9 28 44.2
24 49.7 30 42.6 33 60.3
24 45.7

2 27 58.5 22 54.8 26 74.1 C 32 56.3 32 77.9 C 23 52.9
23 71.4 C 16 39.7 24 56.3 31 46.6 25 70.3 C 17 47.5
28 72.1 C 21 44.7 23 60.2 33 54.4 33 76.2 C 26 41.3

26 45.3 26 74.9 C

3 22 42.4 C 25 25.9 21 44.3 C 34 29.7 34 43.4 C 31 33.3
21 35.4 24 31.0 21 36.5 24 23.2 32 34.4 22 26.5
21 39.2 19 26.8 20 38.9 31 35.1 30 48.3 C 27 31.5
23 41.9 C 24 27.9 22 38.7 14 28.1

4 21 44.4 C 23 46.4 C 28 48.8 C 30 45.3 C 27 47.4 C 14 41.1
22 42.0 C 25 40.0 24 47.1 C 32 41.3 32 46.3 C 10 38.5
24 4b.4 C 26 37.0 25 47.8 C 25 41.5 25 44.6 22 46.3 C
22 43.5 C

11 48.0

5 22 24.8 19 21.9 21 23.8 25 24.1 25 27.3 22 24.1
24 25.3 25 22.8 24 26.8 25 24.0 29 29.1 25 17.1 F

.

24 18.0 F 25 19.7 25 21.1 26 24.4 30 29.6 22 18.3
20 19.7 24 16.7 F 23 21.5 9 21.0

6 28 24.6 21 25.7 17 33.6 18 26.8
32 33.8 19 21.7 20 26.1 23 25.0
29 32.5 21 27.6 19 33.2 22 27.7

18 20.8 18 24.8

Test Level Maximum Score Floor (!) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42



Sites 0E10

TABLE C.5

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979

RADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

1 19 53.1

32 6i.5
24 54.6

5 77.6 C

29 46.9

26 72.4 C 27 62.8 23 84.6 C 27 61.0 C
19 79.5 C 23 52.9 21 70.1 C 28 53.1

29 46.4 C 12 24.2 12 45.9 C 27 34.2
19 36.1 33 33.2 29 43.9 C 7 34.8

11 29.8

31 47.8 C 19 44.5 C 17 49.5 C 16 39.7
16 48.6 C 29 34.3 30 41.2 25 42.3 C

5 17 44.2 C 29 20.5 28 31.5 22 27.1
30 29.7 16 17.9 F 16 20.3 20 27.0

19 33.8 28 32.3 29 42.4 C 7 29.7
31 45.6 C 17 31.5 16 40.9 22 30.6

7

'rest Level

Red

Green

Brown

13 33.2

24 40.7

FALL 1979

N Mean Ind

Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
90 27 63
60 18 42
60 18 42



TABLE C.6

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: OHIO School: COMPARISON

SPRING
SORT TEST POIATS

FALL
GRADE

1

1977

N Mean Ind

22 45.7

26 46.7

9 43.2

20 78.8.

29 71.8

35 44.5

33 41.4

10 53.7 C

19 23.6

18 28.0

9 48.0 C

34 36.1

1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

16 35.5

29 52.6

9 41.2

26 30.1

16 32.4

27 44.2 C

35 21.6

35 23.5

29 43.3

24. 65.4 C

26 78.4 C

29 43.3 C

15 49.0 C

17 51.8 C

10 46,3 C

21 36.8

11 17.2 F

7 36.0

23 29.9

6 49.5

11 46.9

4 37.0

11 25.3

17 23.2

5 37.2

8 46.4 C

8 37.1

6 49.7 C

5 45.0 C

10 22.1

3 25.0

7 22.8

8 24.5

14 26.7

6 33.5

Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42
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TABLE C.7

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: TENNESSEE School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

SDRT TEST POINTS

SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
GRADE N Kean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

1 21 36.2 11 60.7 16 66.6 C
23 38.8 13 43.5 22 56.2

21 61.1

24 64.2 C 22 44.7 23 77.1 C 23 64.2 C 22 84.3 C 33 67.4 C
25 68.4 C 13 46.5 13 83.1 C 21 62.0 20 85.3 C 15 65.2 C

7 33.3 7 51.0 18 69.3 C

19 40.1 6 15.1 F 3 42.3 C 23 31.0 23 40.1 22 42.4 C
16 32.2 23 29.4 19 46.7 C 19 32.0 20 43.4 C 18 38.3

23 32.8 22 48.4 C

22 46.8 C 21 33.9 21 47.8 C 26 47.6 C 29 52.0 C 23 41.7
20 42.6 C 13 34.8 13 46.3 C 23 42.6 C 25 52.3 C 19 43.4 C
11 52.0 C

23 28.6 11 16.8 F 9 26.5 9 25.0 12 34.7 23 25.2
9 20.0 27 21.4 27 26.4 22 24.2 21 25.5 22 28.3

24 32.0 16 18.1 15 37.4

26 36.4 28 25.0 26 36.3 20 34.3 /0 39.3 12 33.5
74 31.6 22 25.3 23 32.8 31 26.9 20 26.2
27 32.8 6 12.0 F 6 25.8

23 34.1 43 33.3 17 39.7
18 38.7 30 36.4
22 33.1

Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceilink(C) Effect Above

Red 90 27 63

Green 60 18 42

Braun 60 18 42
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Site: TENNESSEE

TABLE C.8

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: COMPARISON

GRADE

SDRT TEST POINTS

SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979

N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

1 17 45.0 15 23,1 19 42.8

15 38.7 23 52.8 17 41.4

2 10 82.8 C 6 39.5 4 77.5 C 20 61.6 20 86.0 C 28 49.6

11 67.8 C 24 54.4 23 77.6 C 13 47.6

10 84.6 C 14 50.1

3 5 24.0 15 37.6 14 48.3 C 19 31.5 17 46.5 C 18 40.9

5 51.6 C 17 27.2 14 47.3 C 7 31.0 8 47.2 C

8 40.2

4 18 52.2 C 16 37.4 16 53.4 C 11 48.2 C 9 57.1 C 13 45.3 C

4 38.2 6 41.3 7 50.3 C 4 54.2 C 5 53.2 C 4 47.5 C

15 40.1 15 50.3 C

5 6 29.3 8 25.2 8 34.7 13 23.9 15 37.5 7 35.4

10 18.2 10 25.1 9 30.8 16 31.2 14 30.9 5 27.2

6 30.8 14 26.9

6 12 27.5 10 26.9 10 25.7 17 34.6 19 40.4 13 36.1

9 33.9 14 28.4 14 40.1 11 37.2

12 36.4

7 21 35.4 23 34.7 14 37.7

6 31.7

Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling IC) Effect Above

Red 90 27 63

Green 60 18 42

Brown 60 18 42



Site:TEXAS

TABLE C.9

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

GRADE
PALL 1977

MAT TEST POINTS

FALL 1978 FALL
SPRING 1917

SPRING 1978 SPRING 1979 1979N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean in N Mean Ind N Mean Ind 8 Mean Ind
1 25 49.3

26 62.6
22 52.2

24 59.4
25 48.3

21 73.1 C
23 54.1

19 65.3 C
20 56.7

2 23 78.6 C 21 51.1 21 773 C 21 63.7 C 18 82.2 C 18 68.2 C24 80.9 C 22 58.1 23 83.1 C 21 59.8 19 84.5 C 18 70.7 C24 79.7 C 23 54.3 22 78.0 C 20 63.1 C 20 81.9 C 18 71.7 C24 75.5 C 23 54.0 23 77.2 C 17 55.0 18 84.4 C 16 69.9 C
24 65.0 C 23 82.2 C 19 56.2 19 78.9 C

3 26 44.2 C 24 45.7 C 24 51.6 C 25 37.3 25 49.5 C 18 35.528 49.3 C 24 33.3 25 39.5 29 37.5 31 47.3 C 18 43.7 C27 41.1 C 23 32.1 23 41.6 27 38.7 25 46.7 C 19 38.4
22 38.6 18 47.0 .c 25 34.2 28 41.6 14 39.8

18 36.2

4 28 54.3 C 22 48.1 C 21 50.6 C 21 49.2 C 20 50.6 C 23 48.8 C25 51.8 C 22 51.4 C 22 53.9 C 16 46.6 C 17 51.2 C 27 45.5 C24 48.8 C 23 46.8 C 23 48.3 C 26 52.9 C 27 52.8 C 25 45.0 C
22 44.2 C 19 51.2 C 17 42.2 C 14 51.6 C 23 43.6 C

29 31.9 52 28.6 29 36.8 13 25.4 14 27.7 16 30.426 34.7 52 30.3 26 36.3 22 24.2 27 36.2 15 28.7
26 37.9 46 30.8 26 35.5 39 36.0 26 50.0 C 18 35.925 27.0 25 27.2 6 24.2 20 28.9 13 26.3

6
26 36.0 15 21.5
24 32.9 17 38.2
18 30.2 22 48.9 C

19 29.5

Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90

27 63
Green 60

18 42
Brown 60 18 42



Site: TEXAS

TABLE C.10

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: COMPARISON

SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 PALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979GRADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

1 21 58.3 31 75.9 C
21 53.3 15 37.9
24 56.6 23 57.0
21 59.0 27 66.1 C
23 55.1 18 43.9

2 29 83.8 C 26 59.6 25 79.4 C 34 81.3 C 30 88.2 C 25 77.8 C
26 78.5 C 28 61.4 25 79.4 C 22 51.5 18 73.4 C 19 59.8
27 77.1 C 28 61.3 26 80.1 C 26 75.9 C 29 85.3 C 21 67.2 C
30 85.9 C 26 59.5 27 78.6 C 14 48.8 22 67.4 C 15 49.1
12 78.7 C 14 36.3 9 60.5 23 55.6 25 80.7 C

22 49.6 18 69.7 C

3 29 43.6 C 28 35.7 25 47.1 C 28 41.2 29 47.4 C 28 50.4 C
29 42.4 C 21 43.0 C 20 50.5 C 17 25.6 18 39.4 18 30.1
26 44.5 C 23 44.2 C 21 48.2 C 32 31.9 39 43.6 C 24 49.4 C
28 46.5 C 26 36.9 29 48.2 C 34 49.0 C 28 53.8 C 13 26.9

26 38.2 25 47.7 C 21 38.1

15 28.2

4 25 52.5 C 25 46.3 C 25 51.9 C 33 36.7 C 32 56.3 C 27 48.3 C
25 49.7 C 25 49.6 C 26 51.4 C 34 53.1 C 31 54.0 C 13 40.0 k

25 54.4 C 27 47.2 C 31 48.9 C 27 46.4 C 28 49.7 C 29 45.1 C
23 51.6 C 32 44.8 C 26 49.9 C 20 38.4 16 43.3 C 25 55.8 C
25 53.5 C 5 49.6 C

5 25 34.6 21 32.0 23 35.2 29 27.9 29 29.9 25 41.2
31 34.4 24 28.9 21 37.4 22 31.3 23 32.2 27 31.2
30 34.7 26 28.0 24 36.4 28 29.4 25 33.7 26 25.2
28 38.5 22 31.7 22 43.0 C 30 33.2 26 38.4 17 19.3

50 35.2 26 37.7 5 21.8
55 30.2

26 37.9

6
17 37.3 24 31.6
15 35.5 18 30.3
16 35.3 23 28.3
20 44.5 C 26 36.2
22 34.3

Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect .BoveRed 90 27 63Green 60 18 42
Brown 6C 18 42

286



site:yEST VIRGINIA

TABLE C.11

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

SORT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979

GRADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind 8 Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

1 27 44.9 24 52.7 24 45.7
25 39.7 22 50.2 24 52.8

26 60.3 24 51.0

2 21 55.0 29 56.9 32 83.5 C 40 69.0 C 40 84.4 C 21 47.6
31 83.8 C 21 31.1 23 70.0 C 24 43.0 39 71.7 C 21 53.8

24 51.7

3 30 49.6 C 27 37.5 26 50.4 C 32 42.1 C 33 52.5 C 31 45.5 C
20 28.1 26 17.7 F 24 38.4 7 30.4

4 33 53.5 C 28 50.5 C 33 53.9 C 26 50.0 C 27 54.5 C 30 53.1 C
26 li.7 23 20.9 13 41.2 27 34.8 28 45.6 C

5 24 22.3 32 29.6 35 35.9 11 38.4 11 49.3 C 14 38.9
27 32,5 29 18.5 12 26.2 11 38.2 11 45.4 C

6 30 43.5 C 29 37.5 32 47.5 C 24 29.0 23 38.7 20 36.6
31 19.0 31 18.8 14 35.7 25 34.8 24 41.2 14 36.6

r 34 40.3 33 25.6 31 35.1
29 20.9 31 45.7 C 30 42.7 C

Teat Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42



TABLE C.12

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

GRADE

School: COMPARISON

SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

1 31 44.0

26 40.5

2

30 38.2

25 49.7

19 43.9 30 24.3 F 32 63.6 C
25 78.7 29 49.8 35 75.2 C

3 25 39.8

22 35.4

4

27 27.1

23 26.1

N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

18 43.7

16 46.5

21 47.7 22 72.5 C
7 72.8 C 7 85.8 C

26 46.8 27 62.5

28 37.2 26 30.1
19 48.8 C 28 23.1

27 42.4 C 18 45.7 C 19 55.1 C
25 44.7 C 29 36.7 24 45.8 C

5 41 33.1

15 18.9

6 26 41.7

28 23.1

7

Teat Level

Red

Green

Brown

25 23.6

27 19.3

21 25.4

21 28.1

17 25.7

29 39.1

25 17.0 F

Maximum Score

25 34.9

29 28.2

22 36.6

19 41.8

20 35.6

23 42.6 C

25 32.7

25 46.3 C
26 33.7

22 50.3 C

26 38.0

26 32.7

27 23.9

28 38.3

24 27.0

25 29.1

24 30.9

23 34.9

21 34.1

32 43.7 C

Floor (F) Effect Below

19

14

19

8

23

42.0

51.8

30.1

47.6 C

29.2

23 41.8

18 34.6

21 27.5

22 22.1

24 35.8

23 31.4

19 36.4

17 39.3

Ceiling (C) Effect Above90 27
63

60 18
42

60 18
42
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Sim CALIFORNIA

TABLE C.13

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Schools SPECIAL EMPHASIS

GRADE

SORT TEST POINTS

SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979

N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

1
24 60.1 14 64.3 C

12 81.2 C 20 64.0 C

2 10 '44.5 13 77.1 C 13 60.8 13 79.3 C 11 74.4 C

27 10.2 C 25 79.7 C 27 65.4 C 24 82.8 C 14 76.1 C

3 26 37.0 26 47.8 C 27 31.4 26 38.1 13 40.7

9 42.2 C 12 45.0 C, 18 38.0

4 27 50.7 C 22 52.8 C 15 31.7 19 42.4 C 21 38.8

7 34.1 7 51.4 C 17 46.1 C 19 50.2 C 10 46.3 C

31 25.7 15 26.7 11 35.4 9 41.2 14 23.6

16 18.5 14 37.3 23 33.2 22 32.8 14 27.7

15 33.3

6 11 43.7 C 9 49.9 C 36 31.2 4 46.7 C 7 46.1 C

21 25.1 16 35.0 29 39.8 19 38.5

21 31.7 13 19.5

Test Level

Red

Green

Brown

Maximum Score

90

60

60

Floor (111.Effect Below

21

18

18

Ceiling lc) Effect Above

63

42

42



Site: CALI 11ORMA

TABLE C.14

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: COMPARISON

SORT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1077 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SP:ING 1979 FALL 1979GRADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

1
14

18

38.0

40.8

23 67.6 C 25 79.9 C 25 40.2 19 61.2 5 67.0 C
24 58.7 23 85.2 C 13 47.8 11 69.5 C 3 87.7 C

3 24 37.9 21 47.6 C 29 33.6 26 48.8 C 10 24.5
28 25.7 20 43.3 C 15 44.0 14 45.3 C 11 25.4

4 28 59.1 21 47.4 C 29 39.1 23 46.4 C 7 44.6 C
10 40.6 11 41.8 27 41.4 25 45.4 C 7 51.1 C

5 15 15.8 F 14 15.4 F 26 25.6 30 24.5 15 20.3
27 19.0 30 22.8 13 26.7 13 31.1 17 19.5
10 25.2 8 37.4

6 17 28.6 12 36.7 33 25.3 29 26.1 9 19.3
31 23.4 28 34.3 22.0 14 28.2 16 34.3

7

3 20.7

Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 .18 42
Brown 60 18

42
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TABLE D.1

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Sits: LOUISIANA
School: Special. Emphasis

SPRING 1977

Grads
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
wade

2 of total
>1 yr below

grade

1

---

47 N/A N/A

2 42 7
-

172

3 36 8 222

4 53 30 572
-,

5 35 22 632

6 53 31 592

TOTAL 266 98 372

Site: LOUISIANA
School: Comparison

SPRING 1977
1 Total

Grads students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

srade

1 135 N/A N/A

2 111 21 192

3 86 20 232

4 136 72 532

5

,

92 57 622

6 130 72 552

TOTAL 690 242 352

Project Year 1977-7@

SPRING 1977 TO SPRL1G 1978.

Gr ad e Grads
Spr 77 Spr 78

Total students
tested at

both points

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 77

No. >1 yr
below grads

Spr 78

No. >1 yr
below grads

at both oipjtts_

1 1 5 N/A NJA N/A
1 2 27 N/A 3 N/A

2 2 2 2 0 0
2 3 30 5 8 4

3 3 1 1 0 0
3 4 26 4 12 4

4 4 9 9 8 8
4 5 34 15 18 13

5 5 5 4 2 2

5 6 25 16 16 14

f 6 13 12

------

9

---

9

Project Tear 1977-70

SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 1978

Grade Grade
Spr 77 Spr 75

Total students
tested at

both points

So. .>1'yr

bilow grade
Sor 77

No. >1 yr
below grade
Syr 78

No.>1 yr
below grads

st both points
1 1

1 2

22

76
N/A
N/A

N/A
8

N/A
N/A

2 2
2 3

9

69
4

7

2

9

2

7

(Not availaele due to codin1 error)

4 4

4 5

9

81
8

40
8

52
8

37

5 5
5 6

1

67
1

38
1

35

1

32

6 6 1 0 1 0

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

BEST K.

D -2

-4
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TABLE D.2

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: LOUISIANA
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 197 8

Grade
Total

students
tasted

No. >1 yr
below
grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 40 N/A N/A.

2 36 3 82

3 45 13 292

4

-'

44 26 592

5 42 20 482

6 48 33 692

TOTAL 255 95 372

Sits: LOUISIANA
School: Comparison

SPRING 1978

Grads
Total

students
No. >1 yr
below

2 of total
>1 yr below

1 116 N/A N/A

2 112 13 122

3 88 13 17%

4 96 49.- 512

5.! 100 65 652

6 86 48 562
---

TOTAL 598 190

---..

322

Project Year 1978-79

SPRING 1978 TO SPRING_1979

Grade Grids
!!!

r
78 Spt 79

Total students
tested at

320 2pints

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 28

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 79

No. >1 yr
balm grad*

at both points

1 2 26 N/A 4 N/A

2 2 1 0 0 0
2 3 29 2 7 2

3 3 5 5 2 2
3 4 27 3 9 2

4 4 3 3 2 2
4 5 30 17 21 17
5 5 3 1 0 0
5 6 35 15 17 15

6 6 11 11 7 7

---

Prolate tsar 1978-79

SPRING 19/8 TO-SPRING 1979

Grade Grade
Spr 78 Spr 79

Total students
tested at

kgPsLau-s.2s22----krZL---tsu.

So. >1 yr
below grade

No. >1 yr
below grade

So. >1 yr
below grade

1 1 22 N/A N/A N/A
1 2 66 N/A 3 N/A

2 2 24 5 1 1
2 3 63 3 10 3

3 3 1 0 0 0
3 4 70 8 24 8

A 5 64 30 43 29

;
5

6
6

67
6

40
6

40
6

38

6 6 4 4 3 3

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

BEST,

D-3
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TABLE D.3

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: LOUISIANA
Schcml: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1979

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 44 N/A N/A

2 36 4 112

3 43 10 232

4 41 14 342

5 40 25 632

6 55 27 492

TOTAL 259 80 312

Site: LOUISIANA
School: Comparison

SPRING 1979

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
trade

2 of total
>1 yr below

imade

1 106 N/A N/A

2 113 8 72

3 91 17 192

4 91 35 392

5 92 64 702

6 105 65 622

TOTAL 598 189 322

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

D-4
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TABLE D.4

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: MICHIGAN
School: Special Emphaw.

Grade
Total

students
tested

MELI277
No. >1 ye

below
trade

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 111 N/A N/A

2 118 22 192

3 92 24 262

4 89
-.

49
-

552

5 106 74 712

6 110 71 652

TOTAL

...

625 240 382

Site: MICHIGAN
School: Comparison

SPRING 1977
I

Grade

---Clial.-113944------da
1

Total
students

96

No. >1 yr
below

N/A

2 of total
>1 yr below

N/A

2 78 22 28%

3 87 21 242

4 89 49 552

5 90 76 842

6 89 62 702

TOTAL 529 230 442

Project Year 1977-78

SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 1978.

Grade Grade
Spr 77 Spr 78

Total students
tested at

both points

No. >1 yr
below grads

Soy 77

No. >1 yr
below grads

Sot 78

No. >1 yr
below grade

.at both points.

N/A
N/A .

1 1

1 2

6

79
N/A
N/A

N/A
7

2 2

2 3

3

85 -

2

12
3

20
2

12

3 3

3 4

1
65

1
le

0
37

0
16

4 4

4 5
2

69

...

2

38
1

46
1

36

6 6 80 57 .7 52

6 6 1 1 1 1

Pr ctigs7ea_....azzzr-

SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 1978

Grade Grads
Spr 77 Spr 78

Total students
tested at

both points

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 77

No. >1 yr
below grade
Spr 78

No. >1 yr
below grade

at both points

1 1
1 2

3

59
N/A
N/A

N/A
7

N/A
N/A

2 2

2 3

2

54
2

10
2

U
2

5

3 3

3 4

8

56
8

10

3

25

3

9

4 5 66 32 52 31

6 6 60 47 45 44

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

BEST i. r

D-5 29
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TABLE D.5

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: MICHIGAN
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1978

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
trade

2 .2f total
>1 yr below

grade

1 108 N/A N/A

2 115 13 112

3 102 25 252

4 93 54 582

5 90

,

63 702

6 97 69 712

TOTAL 605 224 372

Site: MICHIGAN
School: Comparison

SPRING 1971
1 of total
>1 yr below

trade

Grade
Total

students
costal ,

No. >1 yr
below
trade

1 89 N/A N/A

2 99 25 252

3 84 17 202

4 77 34 442

93 72 772

6 75 57 762

TOTAL 517 205 402

Protect Year 1978 -79

SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1979.

Grads Grad.
Spr 78 Spr 79

Total students
tested at

both points

No. >1 yr
below grad e

Spr 78

So. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 79

No. >1 yr
below grade

at both points

1 2 82 N/A 0 N/A

2 3 90 9 12 8

3 3

3 4
5

82

4

16
2 .

43
2

15

4 5 77 44 56 42

5 5 2 2 2 2

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Prolate Year 1978-79

SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1979

Grade Grade
Spr Spr

Total students
tested at

both Points

No. >1 yr
bilow grade

Sot 78

No. >1 yr
below grade
Spy 79

No. > 1 yr

below grade
at both points.,

N/A1 2 60 N/A 3

2 2

2 3
5

71

2

10
0
11

0
5

3 4 66 13 38 13

65 32 37 29

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
----

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

BEST 'LT:

D-6
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TABLE D.6

FREQUENCY' ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION *

Sit.: MICHIGAN
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1979

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

grade

1 94 N/A N/A

2 106 4 42

3 124 22 182

4 106 60

-----

572

5 103 80 762
-

TOTAL 535

---

16,,

4
312

---- _ I

Site: MICHIGAN
School: Comparison

SPRING 1979

Grade
Total

students
tasted

No. >1 yr
below
trade

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 94 N/A N/A

2 91 7 82

3 96 19 202

4 84 50 602

5 44 53 632

TOTAL 449 129 292

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

D-7
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TABLE D.7

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Sits: OHIO
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1977

Grade
Total

students
tasted

No. >1 yr
below
grade

% of vocal
>1 yr blow

trade

1 51 N/A N/A

2 45 8 182

3 48 14 292

4 47 16 342

-----
5 47 20

.
432

6 50 20 402

TOTAL 288 78 272

Sits: ONTO
School: Comparison

SPRING 1977

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
'below
'trade

I of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 58 N/A N/A

2 50 7 14%

3 35 6 172

4 43 25 582

37 26 702

6 43 20 47%

TOTAL 266 84 322

Project Year 1977-78

SPRING 1,177 TO SPRING 1978.

Grade Grade
Spr 77 Spr 78

Total students
toted at

boch_peinrs

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 77

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 78

No. >1 yr
below grads

at both points

1 2 37 N/A 6 N/A

2 3 29 6 4 4

3 4 39 12 20 12

4 5 35 9 22 9

5 6

.---

35 13

,-

13

----

10

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Pro act Year 1cV7-78

SPIL4C.121.7 TOSPRING
No. >1 yr
below grads

Spr 77

N/A

1978
No. >1 yr

below grade
Spr 78

3

No .771 7r
below rads

at both coints

N/A

Grade Grade
Spr 77 Spr 78

Total students
vested at

both points

401 2

2 2 1 1 1

2 3 33 4 4 3

3 4 18 2 8 2

4 5 28 14 17 12

5 5 1 1 1 1

5 6 24 18 14 14

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.
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TABLE D.8

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Sim: TENNESSEE
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1977

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

grade

1 44 N/A !LA

2 49 15 312

3 35 15
.

1

432

4 53 27 512

S 56 36 642

6 77 48 622

TOTAL 314 141

..

452

Site: TENNESSEE
School: Comparison

F----rj.SPltl?

Total
:trade students

----1Serac1111 32

No. >1 yr
below

N/A

2 of total
>1 yr below

lir"Ii
N/A

2 31 1 32

3 19 8 422

24 11 462

5 , 22 16 73%

6 33 18 55%

TOTAL 161 54

Project Year 1977-78

SPRING 1977 TO SPAXNG 1278

Grade Grade
Spr 77 Spr 78

Total students
tasted at

both points

No. >1 yr
.slaw grads

Apr 77

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 78

No. >1 yr
below grade

at both point.
1 1
1 2

2

33
N/A
N/A

N/A
5

N/A
N/A

2 3 40 10 9 8

3 3
3 4

1

27
1

11
0

16
0

10
...--...

F
4 5

4

42
4

20
2

283
26

2

18

5 5
5 6

3

42
3

24
3

23

6 6 5 5 5 5

Project Year 1977-78

SPRING 1977 TO.SPEIN 1978

Grade Grade
Spr 77 Spr 78

Total students
tested at

both oin

No. >1 yr
below grade

S 77

No. >1 yr
below grade
Syr 78

No. >1 yr
below grade

at both ,points_
N/A
N/A

1 1
1 2

4

22
N/A
N/A

N/A
2

2 2
2 3

1
21

0
0

0
0

0
0

3 3

3 4

2

13
2

3
0
2

0
1

4 4
4 5

3

14
3

4
1
7

1

4

6 19 13 12 12

6 6 1 1 0

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

RES
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TABLE D.9

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MOPE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: TENNESSEE
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1978

Grade
Vital

students
testod

No. >1 yr
below

ade

N/A

1 of total
>1 yr below

grade

N/A

---.
2. 45

2 43 6 14%

3 50 10 20%

34 18 53%

5 52 33 64%

6 55 36 66%

TOTAL 279 103 371

Site: TENNESSEE
School: Comparison

SPRING 1978

Grade
Total

students
ad

No. >1 yr
below
rade

% hf total
>1 yr below

ads-
1 38 N/A N/A

2 27 2 7%

3 28 1 4%

4 23 4 17%

5 , 17 10 59%
----

6 24 14 581

TOTAL 157 31 20%

Pro act Year 1978-79

SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 197

Grade Grade
Spr 78 Spr 79

Total students
a:Bead at

both points

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 78

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 79

No. >1 yr .

below grade
at both ;mints

1 1

1 2
1

34

N/A
N/A

Nit.

0
N/A
N/A

2 2

2 3
2

31
2

3

0
4

0
1

3 3

3 4
5

37

4

2

3

7

3

2

2

--1
0

4 4
4 5

5

25
5

12
2

16

5 5

5 6
3

14

3

6
3

5
3

5

6 6 ? 3 3 3

._-

Project Year 10E13

SPRING 19782SP_
Total students

testad at
both :Rants

5

17

No. >1 yr
below grade

Jpr 78_

N/A
N/A

No. >1 yr
below grads
Spr 79

N/A
0

No. >1 yr
belay grade

t2Ltti_japAcaLi

N/A
N/A

Grads Grade
Syr 78 Spr 79

1 1

1 2

2 3 20 1 2 1

3 3

3 4
1

23
0

1

0
5

0
1

4 5 21 3 g 3

5 6 18 11 9 9

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A--
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

wrri r C rn A 7 1
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TABLE D.10

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION *

Site: TENNESSEE
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1979

Grads
Total

students
taoted

No. >1 yr
below
grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

grade

1 38 N/A N/A

2 42 0 0

3 43 7 16%

4 54 11 20%

5 33 20 60%

6 20 9 452

TOTAL

.

230 47 2C%

Site: TENNESSEE
School: Comparison

SPRING 197 9

Grads
Total

students
ad

No. >1 yr
below
rade

% of total
>1 yr below

rade

1 36 N/A N/A

2 20 0 0

3 25 2 8%

4 29 6 21%

5 29 13 45%

6 22 11 50%

TOTAL 161 32 20%

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

D-13.
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TABLE D.11

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Sits: TEXAS
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1977.

Grads
Total

students
coated

No. >1 yr
below
_grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 116 N/A N/A

2 96 7 7X

3 81 6 72

4 79 17 222

5 106 55 522

TOTAL 478 85 182

Site: TEXAS
School: Comparison

SPRING 1977

Grads
Total

studants
testae

No. >1 yr
below
Alade

X of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 110 N/A N/A

2 124 4 32

3
.-.

112 17 132

6 124 31 252

5 114 49 432

TOTAL 584 101 172

Prole.= Year 1977-78

SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 1978

Grads Grids
Spr 77 Spr 78

Total students
testae at

both .. nts

No. >1 yr
below grade

c.r77

No. >1 yr
below grade

S r 78

No. >1 yr
below grade

at both oi.

1 2 85 N/A 6 N/A

2 2
2 3

3 4

2
85

61

0

2

0

1.-
0
A

12 2

4 5 65 13 19 10

N/A N/A W/A

---

N/A N/A

Protect Tear 1977-78

P 7 v .4,1,

Grads Grade
Spr 77 Spr 78

Total studants
tested at

No. >1 yr
balms grade

' 77

No. >1 yr
below grade

S 78

---
No. >1 yr

1

- below 8rado 1

1 2 71 N/A S N/A

2 2

2 3

1

90
1

0

0
4

0
0

3 3

3 4
2

79

1'

1:

1

26
1

10

4 5 89 19 30 16

5 5 2 1 1 1

---,

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

bit,S v.
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TABLE D.12

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Sire: TEXAS
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1978

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
:trade

I of total
>1 yr below

grade

1 - N/A N/A

2 114 7 62

3 90 11 122

4 85 22 262

5 81 28 352

TOTAL 370 68 182

Site: TEXAS
School: Comparison

SP G 978_,
No-->iyz%

below
grade

Grade
Total

students
tested

of total
>1 yr below

grade

1 - N/A N/A

2 113

-..,

9 82

3 122 8 72

4 109 37 142

118 37 322

TOTAL 463 91 202

Project Year 1978-7S

SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1979

Grade Grade
Spr 78 Spr 79

Total students
tasted at

both iota

No. >1 yr
below grade

Sr 78

No. >1 yr
below grade
Sr 79

No. >1 yr
below grade

at both oincs

N/A U/A N/A , N/A N/A

2 3 81 1 6 1

3 4 52 3 14 3

4 5 57 12 15 8-
N/A N/A N/A

,---

N/A N/A

Project Year 1978-79

SPRING 1978 v P 9

Grads Grade
Spr 78 Spr 79

Total students
tested at

both -o .

No. >1 yr
below grade

7

No. >1 yr
below grade

No. >1 yr
below grads
b

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

2 2

2 3

6
70

3

4
0
6

0
2

3 3

3 4
7

84
3

2

1
19

1
2

4 4
4 5

3

74
3

23
3

30
3

19

5 5 4 4 3 3

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

BEST Th
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TABLE D.13

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READIFG COMPREHENSION *

Sits: TEXAS
School: . Special, Emphasis

SPRING 1979

Grads
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
trads

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1. 90 N/A N/A

2 95 1 12

3 109 11 102

4 78 23 302

5 87 32 372

TOTAL 459 67 152

Sits: TEXAS
School: Comparison

SPRING 1979

Grads
Total

students
tasted

No. >1 yr
below
srade

N/A

2 of total
>1 yr below

1 114

_grade

N/A

2 142 9 62

3 114 10 9%

4 112

v ,...
30

.1
27%

5 .104 45 43%

TOTAL 586 , 94 162

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.
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TABLE D.14

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Spacial Rophasis

3 WM1977

Gnide
Total

students
to

No. >1 yr
below

I of total
>1 yr below

ad

1 52 N/A N/A

2 52 10 192

3 50 13 262

4 59 29 392

5 51 33 692

6 61 36 592

TOTAL 323 117 362

Sits: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Conpailson

SPRING 1977

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
trade

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 58 N/A N/A

2 44 14 322

3 47 15 322

4 52 26 502

5 ! 56 35 632

6 54 14 632

TOTAL 311 124 402

---

Project Year 1977-7e-

SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 1978

Grade Grade

Spa 77 SPr 78

Total students
tested at

both points

No. >1 yr
below grade

Sor 77

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 78

No. >1 yr
below grade

at both Paints

1 . 2 44 N/A 3 N/A

2

2

2

3

1

43
0
8

0
6

0
12

0
--.§-----.

0
5

3
3

3

4
1

38
0
5

4 5 52 18 25 14

5 6 44 29 16 16

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Project Year 1977-78

SPRING 19 TO smog 1'7
Grade Grads
Spr 77 Spr 711._

Total students
tralatitzarl_,

52

No. >1 yr
be

tir
g
;;

de

N/A

No. >1 yr
below grade
Um 78

8
.

.
No. >1 yr
below grade

At both points

N/A
.-

1 2

2 3 35 12 8 7

3 4

-

36 8 9 6

4
4

4
5

1

39
1

17
1

19
1

17

5 6 46 29 20 20

N/A N/A N/A c':. N/A
......

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

BEST

I

D-15
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TABLE n.15

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Special Emphasis

8..P8091178-----
Total

students

72

No. >1 yr
below

N/A

2 of total
>1 yr belowGrade

---t±91S1..Ert0!I...--iMt.....
1 N/A

2 55 3 62

3 50 10 202

4 46 15 332

5 61 31 512

6 57 21 372

TOTAL 341 80 242

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Comparison

SPRING 1978

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
trade

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 55 N/A N/A

2 67 15

..

222

3 47 12

-

262

4 43 11 262

5 , 54 30 562

6 61 30 492

TOTAL 327 98 302

Troiecr Year 1978-79

SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1979.
Grade Grade
Spr 78 Spr 79

Total students
tested at

both Wore

No. >1 yr
below grade

92T 78
N/A
N/A

No. >1 yr
below grade

S r 79
N/A

3

No. >1 yr
below grade

at bothh ints
N/A
N/A

1 1

1 2
1

68

2 3 52 4 16 4

3 4 41 7 16 7

_

4 5 46 16 19 14

5 6 55 26 28 19

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Project Year 1978-79

SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1979

Grade Grade
Spr 78 Spr 79

Total students
tasted at

both points

No. >1 yr
below grade

Sor 78

No. >1 yr
below grade
Spr 79

No. >1 yr

below grade
at both =lintel

1 2 48 N/A 9 N/A

2

2

2

3

10
40

0

9

0

16

0

7

3 4 43 10 21 10

4 5 38 13 I 17 11

5 6 35 18 18 17

8/A N/A N/A N/A

.---
N/A

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

BEST

3

D-16
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TABLE D.16

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1979

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

grade

1 72 N/A Na

2 79 4 5%

- 3 59 22 372

4 55 23 422

5 58 27 472

6 68 38 562

TOTAL 391 114 292

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Comparison

SPRING 197 9

Grade
I Total
students
tasted

No. >1 yr
`:..low

grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 35 N/A
.

N/A

2 66 14

,

212

3 48 19 402

4 48 24 502

5 52
.

27 522

6 44 23

.-

522

TOTAL 293 107 37%

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

D-17
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TABLE D.17

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: CALIFORNIA
School: Special,Emphasis

SPRING 1978

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
grade

2 of total
>1 yr below

grads

1
--

36 N/A N/A

2 39 2

,
52

3 29 3 102

4 29 6 212

5 32 19 392

6 30 17 572

TOTAL

.

195
_._

47

. -

242

Site: CALIFORNIA
School: Comparison

SPRING 1978

Grate
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
grade

% of total
>1 yr below

grade

1 32 N/A N/A

2 48 2 42

3 46 5 112

4 32 21 662

5 52 38 732

6 51 36 712

TOTAL 2ti1 102

.-1

392

Project Year 1978-79

------ SPRING 192, TO SPRING 197 9

Grade Grade
Spr 78 Spr 79

Total students
tested at

No. >1 yr
below grade

Spr 78

No. >1 yr
below grade

Sir 79

No. >1 yr

below grade
at both points

2 25 N/A 1 N/A

2 3 29 1 5 1

3 4 21 2 14 2

4 5 22 4 9 4

5 0 19 10 8 8

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Project Year 1978-79

SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1979

Grade Grade
Spr 78 Spr 79

Total students
tasted at

both points

No. >1 yr
below grata

Spr 78

No. >1 yr
below grade
Spr 79

No. >1 yr
below grade

at oath points

1 2 18 N/A 6 N/A

2 3 27 1 2 0

3 4 30 4 17 4

4 5 15 8 9 7

5 5

5 6

2

24
2

18

2

17
2

15

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excluding students designated as having 1,earning problems.

BEST I;:

3
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TABLE D.18

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: CALIFORNIA
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1979

Grade
Total

studants
vested

No. >1 yr
below
trade

N/A

% of total
>1 yr below

grade

N/A1

-
34

2 37

-

1 3%

3 39 8 212

4 38

.

23 611

5

7

31 14 452

6 33 13 39%

TOTAL 212 59 2EZ

Site: CAL=ORNIA
School: Comparison

SPRING 1979

Grade
Total

students
tested

No. >1 yr
below
trade

2 of total
>1 yr below

trade

1 10 N/A N/A

2 36 11 312

3

..-

64 23 362

4 48 23

5 44 30 68%

6 43 34 792

TOTAL 245 121 49%

Excluding students designated as having learning problems.
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APPENDIX E

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE - WHOLE GRADE
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TABLE E.1

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DEPIIDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

=MATE:

Site: LOUISIANA

SDRT Comprehennion Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Tr./Lemont

SDIT Comprehension Total Pretat
Scaled Score

ANCOVA.

1
0 Treat:rut

&I
a

i
a

°

i

12eas30

li
I a

13
31".0

soba21

3
ii
.a.
2:

Sim

1

0.
i
C

i'
211

2
Special Emphasis

Comparison

29

85

257

298

338 C

351 C

366

341

:.28 <0.01

3
Special Emphasis

Comparison

31

69

3301:

367C

422

447 C

443

437

.

0.71

.

0.40

4
Special Emphasis

Cospartoon

37

91

411
*

416
*

442 C

458 C

440

435

0.30 0.59

5
Special Emphasis

Comparison

A

39

82

467C

461C

.

502

470

497

472

5.53 0.02

6
Spacial gmegegie

Comparison

38

68

.

466

493

500

519

517

509
3.52 0.47

.
:V
1 2se
11:
{fa

i i
6'1

..
::
12se
12
ga

i i
dO

i
w
0
al
'A

1*"
ai

1.5 2.3 + .8

1.9 2.4 + .5

2.2 3.3 +1.1

2.6 3.8 +1.2

3.2 3.7 + .5

3.2 4.1 + .9

4.3 5.4 +1.1

4.2 4.4 + .2

4.3 5.3 +1.0

5.1 5.9 + .8

*
Pretest fall 1977.

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score show 702 correct (ceiling)

E -2
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WILE E.2

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DIM= VAILIBLZ:

BIDET VARIABLE:
COVAPIATE:

Site LOUISIANA

SDIT Comoshension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SD1T Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

ANCOVA

TrillattIMIt

e
4.4

I
I
011

1
i

112_
64
la

11il
ielit ti

412
azA

.50
51"v.;
2MI
9,21

1,
g
11.

e

i
7.4.

ii lib

Vi;
2

Special Emphasis

Comparison

17

90

258

311

346 C

364 C

372

357
4.19 0.04

.

3
Special Emphasis

Comparison

34

64

343C

370 C

421

448 C

437

440

.

4
Special Emphasis

Comparison

30

70

428

446C

465 C

481 C

477

476
0.00 0.93

5
Special Emphasis

Comparison

33

70

457C

461C

490

4fit

494

464

6
Spacial Emphasis

Comparison

46

71

495

478

540

507

529

514
1.97 0.16

Ya ir
i Li

Y

4.1 Ad
el

A 2
al Ii

hi

.22 2a IsSi 1
afx

a 2
1

iMat X30

al

al
1.5 2.4 + .9

2.0 2.6 + .6

2.4 3.3 + .9

2.6 3.8 +1.2

3.4 4.3 + .9

3.8 4.7 + .9

4.1 5.0 + .9

4.2 4.3 + .1

5.1 6.6 +1.5

4.6 5.5 + .9

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score above 702 correct (ceiling).



TABLE E.3

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIARLZ: OBI Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

VIDEPINDEbT VARIABLE: Treatment

COMMIE: SDI: Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

3/Um LOUISIANA

MOW.

Treatment

V

.
;

3h

ii

Ile
31I as

I.

wal

g 1

.

al.

b

0

11 lb
;In

--m-m
Special Emphasis

Comparison

30

61

256

307

419

443 c

452

426
6.18 0.02

4
Spemiai Emphasis

CollOovisva

28

63

333 C

374 C

471 C

486 C

483

481
0.01 0.89

Special Emphasis

Comparison

NO ANALISIS POSSIBLE

6
3pec4 al. 14114111$

Comparison

39

84

460 C

467 C

531

507

537

504

6.0310.02

11
4 2
a 116

gl
A

av

I Ia
al i
1,,

laii
at

i
Si

C2 A.
111 CIas A

:
Ii

1.5 3.3 1.8

2.0 3.7 1.7

2.5 4.4 1.9

2.7 4.9 2.2

4.1 6.3 +2.2

4.3 5.5 +1.2

C indicates that corresponding mean rats scare above 702 correct (ceiling).



TABLE E.4

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DEPINININT VAILUILE:

INDEPENDENT VARIAALE:

COVARIATE:

Site: MIC:SIGAN

SDIT Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Seers

Treatment

SD'S Comprehension total Pretest
Scaled Score

ANCOVA

61 31 mi11 11
.. 8 / a A :21

" I° %V 1% .1iti OE '0 0 0 14 0 ft*

u Treatment

U.

a
a
as

7211
a 1.11

3 r r
ii.i

I 10o

;,....1.

2
Special Emphasis
Comparison

82

61

299

288

332 C

340 C

348

344
0.6 0.42

Spacial Emphasis 86 345 427 428
3.3 0.07

Comparison 64 146

1

419 419

Special Emphasis 67 422 449 C 456
0.0 0.80

Comparison 36 439C 463 C 437

Special Emphasis 69 436C 433 450 0.0 0.93
Comparison 66 449 C 446 449

6 Special Emphasis 81 461 493 488 . 0.93
Comparison 60 443 479 488

mmmialIpm
aa

:Ii
1"lito

iiat

AA 14

vi
1"

11at

is ,A I
11

i--
1.9

1.8

2.4

2.3

+ .5

+ .3

2.4

2.4

3.4

3.3

+1.0

+ .9

3.3

3.6

3.9

4.3

+ .6

+ .7

4.0

3.9

4.0

3.8

0

- A

4.2

3.7

----

5.1

4.7

+ .9

+1.0

C ladicater that corresponding yam raw score above 702 correct (ceiling).



TABLE E.5

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

COVAILIATE:

Sits: MICHIGAN

SDIT Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDRT Comprehension Total Pretest
SE,aled Score

ANOW/A,

a.
ir
r Treatment

,.Ia
i
cra

04

a
A

4.1 e
in.

03.
10 4
a.r.
Aa

3

:41 14
II
2 ID

AZA

la

: i
mc
.a ai
41
4.1 aatenall CI
Zr2cX

3

SMP

..

.
!

ZS

cll
2

Special Emphasis

Comparison

82

65

290

283

362C

353 C

360

355
1.04 0.31

Spacial Emphasis

Comparison

95

71

350 C

342C

429 C

435 C

426

439

5.82 0.02

4
Spacial Emphasis

Comparison

82

66

431

422

463 C

448 C

459

454
0.99 0.32

5
Spacial Emphasis 79

Comparison r5
448 C

460C

447

481

453

473

6.40 0.01

iaii
4

4.1

B

a
3 II.El
Si
it

ia 44

-ii
el3

2 Or
Ireii
CVO'

i
Ir".,11 :

V

1
ak

1.8 2.6 + .8

1.8 2.5 + .7

2.4 3.4 +1.0

2.3 3.6 +1.3

3.5 4.2 + .7

3.3 3.8 + .5

3.8 3.8 0

4.1 4.7 + .6

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score above 70% correct (ceiling).
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TABLE E . 6

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
WHOLE GRADE

DILPVIDCIT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIARLIO

COVARIATE:

SitmKratiGAN

SD22 Comprehension Total Posttest
ScaLed Score

Treatment

SDR2 Comprehension Total PVG4Git
Scaled SCOTS

ANCOVA

j
Treats:inn

61

.
A

lb
i"gl
i I

1'ii
is
^ t. ah I,

13ii
ii
s s

i :e3:

-
.

.
11

or so

3

Special Emphasis

Comparison

74

52

297

292

430 C

436 C

429

438
0.15

Special Emphasis

Comparison

77

53

348 C

350 C

460 C

450 C

461

448
3.0 0.09

2.1E75'5
Special Emphasis

Comparison

63

60

418

435 C

448

472

458

472

"
4 ..

a
V 11.

1

i

V.:1

ti t:
li1
4

61

2
g ail
al

Li

4'..
a 111

fi t3..
ai

1.9 3.5 +1.6

1.8 3.6 +1.8

2.4 4.1 +1.7

2.4 3.9 1.5

3.3 3.9 +.6

3.6 4.5 +.9

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score ^bows 702 arrect (ceiling).

E - 7
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TABLE E . 7

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

BUMMED! VAILUZLE:

IIIDEPENDEMT VARIAII!,

COVAIILLTE:

Site ORIO

mar Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDI! Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

=OVA

i
a

I.

Treatment

I4.1

481

w
*

A

li.. ..
a coi

as
13..
AS

.a
mmdes
241
-te1.1

121

:i
AAle
ad
sr..*
..."111

322)

I
1

fa,

U

C
1.
Ell o

Special Emphasis

Comparison

37

41

313

290

371 C

351 C

360

361

.02 0.90

Special !aphasia

Comparison

29

33

345C

356 C

435 C

452 C

440

448
1.21 0.28

Special Eaphasis

Comparluon

39

18

431

445 C

449 C

467 C

453

460
0.48 0.49

Special Emphasis

Comparison

35

29

466C

459 C

460

476

457

482

2.08 0.15

6
Special Emphasis

Comparison

35

24

521

456

573 C

502

544

545
1.00 0.93

,...----.........

Y mm2m 2:
114

1i
: Ira 1

2, P e2

12. la al
Zs Ia "A

II;
il
.a

il
a .i;

el
$$

2.1 2.7 + .6

1.8 :!..4 + .6

2.4 3.6 +1.2

2.5 3.9 +1.4

3.5 3.9 + .4

3.8 4.3 + .5

4.3 4.1 - .2

4.1 4.6 - .5

6.0 7.6 +1.6

4.0 5.4 +1.4

C indicates that corrosponding mean raw score above 70Z correct (ceiling).
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TABLE E.8

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DOM= VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

COVAIIATZ:

Sites TENNESSEE

SD= Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDE2 Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

AMXMA

I! g 3

a I Ave 3
a ad 11 1

..., 3 3 1a

Treatment

1
m"

its
ali its

Ell 3

Te

iti.

igh
Aat

Special Emphasis 3 270 1342 C 344 '.17 0.68

Comparison 3 279 351 C 348

Special Emphasis 1 337 C 437 C 451 '.06 0.09

Comparison ,3 371 C 459 C 434

Special bohemia 31 418 C 453 C 459 '.55 0.07

Comparison 16 443 C 493 C 481

Special Emphasis 2 452 C 469 477 ,.411 0.49

Comparison 14 488 513 488

Special Emphasis 47 483 513 504 .48 0.07

Canparison 20 452 508 531

I!
izEl
ia
at

ia!
4i2ifii
at

1
ua g

St
a.°di

1.6 2.3 +.7

1.7 2.4 +.7

2.3 3.6 +1.3

2.7 4.1 +1.4

3.3 4.0 +.7

3.7 5.1 1.4

13.9 4.4 +.5

4.9 5.7 +.8

4.8 5.7 +.9

3.9 5.6 1.7

C indicates that corresponding mean rev score above 70% correct (ceiling).



TABLE E.9

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDWITVAXIASZJI:

DIDITINDENT 17AILIAIKE:

COVAXLIXF:

Siterrinssu

SDET Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDI! Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

/ACM

,...

8

I
i

3.
11
AS

It" II:
Treatment A II 31.1 ft 41%

2 6P44/a/ Whasis 36 313 393 C 394 3.27 0.60

Comparison 17 318 391 C 389

3
Special Emphasis 36 352 C 427 428

Comparison 21 357 C 449 C 446
3.78 0.06

4 Special Emphasis 42 458 C 489 C 489

Comparison 23 459 C 498 C 497
D. 05 0.36

Specie/ Emphasis 28 457 C 463 480

Comparison 21 499 C 519 496
D97 0.33

Special Emphasis 17 498 530 524
6

Comparison 18 487 543 549
2

'
52 0.12

Mrf
1.11 AA MI

41
i

11
41

I
41"1

... 1
i

s
A:1

ill ii
F

2.1 2.9 +.8

2.1 2.9 +.8

2.4 3.4 +1.0

2.5 3.8 +1.3

4.1 5.0 +.9

4.1 5.2 +1.1

4.1 4.2 +.1

3.3 3.9 +.6

5.2 6.3 +1.1

4.9 6.7 +1.8

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score above 702 correct (ceiling).
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TABLE E.10

IMPACT SUMMARY FOP. PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
WHOLE GRADE

DIFINDENT MIMI: SW: Comprshension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

IMDSPIXDIXT MIAMI: Treatment

COURTATI: SOU Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

Ancou

13 ..

. ir,
it,

ii
11

lil 3
i

Treatment :
2 li

SIN
fil
3 a4

liii
3(2d...

2 1*
.11%----,,

Special ImOhneis 32 272 423 424
4.88 0.12

Comparison 19 280 444 C 442

MIN= WIP

Spatial Emphasis 38 351 C 476 C 481 0.04 0.83

Comparison 20 367 C 493 C 484

Special Emphasis 27 424 460 469

Comparison 15 447 C 516 499
3.41 0.07

Spacial gmbssis 17 466 C 522 527 1.04 0.32
6

Comparison 15 476 C 554 549

111 ea

4E
air

.
zi
Lft

I.a.4:
al

tr11, i6Q
6'l

31di
1.6 3.3 +1.7

1.7 3.7 +2.0

2.4 4.6 +2.2

2.6 5.1 +2.5

3.4 4.1 +.7

3.8 5.8 *2.0

4.3 ,.0 *1.7

4.6 .0 O.2.4

C indicates that corresponding mean rem score above 70Z correct (ceiling).



TABLE E.11

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

manila VALTAIIII

INDEPENDENT VARIAILE:

COVARIATE:

ST Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SOU Comprahansion Total Pretest
Scaled Score

ANCOU

Treatment

.

ra

.

A

zil23
ft.ate

31
0

AW

j3

1 i
..
32
wt

14 1"..
A24

: .5

mm

222

$,21,

a

..

tad1

El
Spacial lambasts

Comparison

89

72

302

312

370 C

360 C

374

355

16.040.01

Special Emphasis

Comparison

65

92

371 C

380 C

448 C

463 C

452

46n
2.30 0.13

Spacial Emphasis

Comparison

61

79 450 C

495 C

483 C

488

489

0.02 0.88

Special Emphasis

Comparison

65

91

503

497

522

525

519.

528

0.98 0.33

la
clar

13
asI

I a.

ii
41%

amCO
22
0
>

as

7 12

ii
41I

I.1
Ca

0 a

1!

1.9 2.6 + .7

2.0 2.5 + .5

2.7 3.8 +1.1

2.8
._ ...

4.2 +1.4

4.3 5.1 + .8

3.9 4.8 + .9

5.4 6.0 + .6

5.2 6.1 + .9

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score above 70% correct (ceiling).
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TABLE E.12

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

COVARIATE:

SDRT Comprehension 1,..;tal Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDRT Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

ANCOVA

41v0
cp

.

Treatment

e74
79'C

z4
VI

1,1
0
.
2

" 0:4 GtIV N
S. .0

V

111
i:A

els
as al

A
- at0
..1 407 V...lug
lt11'
A244

To
a,C ..o4 a.

2 CA)

V 4
0 tri4 41Cue
Atg
"Z IA

1-
>
u.

la

1
7.1
....

E'
,,1;

2
Special Emphasis

Comparison

75

L03

320*

328 C

374 C

367 C

378

365
13.82 <0.01

3
Special Emphasis

Comparison

81

77

374 C

374 C

457 C

457 C

457

456
.016 0.90

4
Special Emphasis

Comparison

55

88

447 C

468 C

485 C

496 C

497

489
1.60 0.21

5
Special Emphasis

Comparison

57

78

495 C

483 C

546

503

540

508
8.00 <0.01

1.,

cAJ
(pm
...15

> 4.... 17 7,
cr
02 C

i
20;

A.wam
g al661
>4-1 0
Z111.
S.{0 c0

id.:.: o

2
0
-

C0
..1CC

.1
.-V I4 4

a
5 4
g

t3 4:

2.1
2.2

2.7
2.6

+ 0.6
+ 0.4

2.7
2.7

4.1
4.1

+ 1.4
+ 1.4

3.8
4.4

4.8
5.2

+ 1.0
+ .8

5.1
4.8

6.8
5.4

+ 1.7
+ .6

Pretest fall 1978.

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score above 70% correct (ceiling).

322
E-13



TABLE E.13

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
WHOLE G1,ADE

DEPERDEBT VARIABLE:

INDEPINDUT VAJIAIU:

°MARIAM::

Sits: TEXAS

nu Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDET Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

ARM%

i
0 Treatment

a

IY
°
i

ea11
el

1:11
01

la

I 1
1is

a la
161
'" " I
1 1 1

.
: 1
ma
93 al
SI . I
i ia

I
a

I:

n

!
it
t m,

;it -.2.

3
Spacial imPluale

*Maris=
69

55

305

316

455 C

454 C

460

44 8 2.74 0.10

4
Specsal Emphasis

Comparison

47

72

372 C

383 C

488 C

491 C

494

488
0.48 0.49

5

spscuil boasts

Comparison

48

62

1

473 C

452 C

553

500

540

512
3.56 0.02

A i
1 I I

4
N

I 21
ai

1

i
.1

:1if k a "A
I

at i
8 11

I "al
2.0 4.0 +2.0

2.1 4.0 *1.9

2.7 4.8 *2.1

2.8 5.0 $2.2

4.5 7.0 +2.3

3./ 5 .3 1.4

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score above 70% correct(ceiling).
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TABLE E.14

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DOM= 178.8.1,ABLE:

INDEPINDitliT VAIIABLE:

COVARIATE:

Site: VEST VT90121TA

SDIT Comprohension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Tram:mint

nu Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

------- ---.....

ANCOVA

1
fa traatasat

a,a
I
A
..
°
A

i i
. as
e.
a i
A 3

31
Al
1 t%

ai, ai,

3.e
:1 3 2

Cli

A 12 A

me
w

III
AA
42 all

3 2
I Z. 2
..1 41' aq.
1 12 A

3
31.

w

i0
:44lb,

. ...

a 1
2

Special Emphasis

Comparison

'

45

52

273

278

357 C

357 C

359

356
089 0.77

3
Spec4A1 Emphaslt!

Cc/ mails=

44

35

343 C

331 C

456 C

454 C

449

463

r

2.20 0.14

4
Special Emphasis

Comparison

38

37

456 C

436

488 C

505 C

480

513
7.50<0.01

5
Special Emphasis

Comparison

52

39

472 C

469 C

489

515

488

517
6.85 0.01

6
Special Emphasis

Comparison

45

46

470

482

553 C

546

558

541

2.06

all al all

1 1 61 ! 1
ill 0

VI: lig g V
Xi 32 " A

i 2
6-4

1 1
a%

1 i
diaT

1.7 2.5 + .8

1.7 2.5 + .8

2.4 4.0 +1.6

2.2 4.0 +1.8

4.0 4.9 + .9

3.6 5.5 +1.9

4.5 5.0 + .5

4.4 5.8 +1.4

4.4 7.0 +2.6

4.7 6.8 +2.1

C indicates that corresponding aeon raw score above 702 correct (ceiling).



TABLE E.15

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROZECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIASLE:

CDVARIATE:

Sits: WEST VIRGINIA

UST Cprehension Total Posttest
Sc:_fild Score

Treatment

SDIT Comprehension Total
Scaled Score

ANCOU

Treatment

ha

a

.
as

W
a

a

.
iii
oses

raM
4.1

ii

.

11
.,ita
an

?a

31
lav.
3:
ihle

ill
n

:

.64

iN
gt

2
Special Emphasis

Comparison

68

58

301

299

360 C

379 C

354

380 8'5
0.01

Special Emphasis

Comparison

52

40

355 C

337 C

435 C

415

430

422 0.35 0.55

Special Emphasis

Comparison

42

40

448 C

450

494 C

455 C

495

454 17.2<0.01

Special Emphasis

Comparison

47

38

484 C

491 C

518 C

526

521

521

3.40

0.99

0.07
6

Special Emphasis

Comparison

55

35

490

316

518

526

528

510

Y
ahaes
'A 3>I
114
g
i
av

hairorno
l'i

IZ
r.

Poll

g
i i
al

$g

ti
al

1.9 2.5 + .6

1.9 2.7 + .8

2.5 3.6 +1.1

2.3 3.2 + .9

-..."-.......

3.8 5.1 +1.1

3.9 4.0 + .1

4.8 5.9 +1.1

5.0, 6.Z +1.1

5.0 5.9 + .9

5.8 6.1 + .3

C indicates that corresponding mean rwr score above 702 correct (coiling).



TABLE E.16

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
WHOLE GRADE

11121111211121E EA3Z3LS:

:soma= VAXASLZ:
COVARIATE:

Sits: WEST VIRGINIA

SEW Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SUE Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

ASCOVAL

Treatment

i;

illi
la

3
I

1 1
1 a
6161

1:12ill

2 "Iii

Ass
of al

3 iS. 2ill :
...

m

i.
.4

Spatial Emphasis 44

Comparison 37

275

263

437 C

417

432

423
0.59 0.44

Special Emphasis 41

Cow:clam 37

344 C

328

494 C

454 C

487

462
4.52 0.04

. . -----..

Special gagalassa 43

Comparison 41

446 C

430

508 C

513

497

524
4.60 0.04

6
Special Emphasis 53

Comparison 36

472 C

463 C

515

521

511

527
1.63 0.20

IIliif
11
411

1:1

a
ii

5

11as

1
;1
111.
31di

1.7 3.6 +1.9

1.6 3.2 +1.6

2.4 5.1 +2.7

2.2 4.0 +1.8

3.8 .6 *1.8

3.5 .7 +2.2

4.5 .8 +1.3

4.2 .0 11.8

C indicates that Corresponding .man ref store above 70Z correct (cailine.
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TABLE E.17

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

ILA:PENDENT VARIABLE:

COMEAU:

Site: 110 tp2M

SILIT Comprahansion Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SJIT Co2prehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

ANCOVA

I
u Trumann

.I.
'100
,:
1

*

tileal
SI iSIil
RA

1$
3 a
1 :PI es 0
1%;
AZa

.1it
1i sr 0q'ti

31.0

1...
al
Is.

!
,11.4
Am
;11 o.

0.71
2

Spaniel Emphasis

Comparison

36

36

322

327 C

371 C

373 C

373

371
0.14

3
Special bowls

Comparison

27

39

420

399

439 C

423 C

432

428

0.13

A

0.70

4
Special Emphasis

Comparison

29

24

..

458 C

429

488 C

442 C

481

451

,

12.5t<0.01

5
Special Emphasis

Comparison

27

46

457

414

482

439

459

453
0.17 0.69

6
Special Emphasis

Comparison

29

42

487

450

325

506

507

518
0.92 0.34

...

a

^I
i
eal

4 23..
S3il
al

ae 31.Zi
2
Se
11
a%

*1. .
W 443 3
.71,
A *.
ak

2.1 2.7 + .6

2.2 2.7 + .5

3.3 3.6 + .3

3.0 3.3 + .3

4.1 4.9 + .8

3.4 3.7 + .3

4.1 4.8 + .7

3.2 3.6 + .4

4.9 6.1 +1.2

3.9 5.5 +1.6

*
Pretast fall 1977.

C indicates that corresponding naan raw score above 70% correct (ceiling).



TABLE E.18

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

=ENT VARLUILE:

LNDSPINDINT VARIABLE:

COVANIATZ:

site:SSMETA

SDET Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SORT Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

ANCOVA

Treatment

66

Ad

a

a

3
6.

.2

1-1

1-4la
Ad Ad
1

".. 2al

.e

si
A a

s
e

12ii I
e.

..
16.

lift
74-6.

6oscia4 Emphasis

Comparison

25

18

329 C

268

389 C

310

366

342
3.34 0.07

Special Zmphalis

Comparison

30

27

369 C

365 C

422

452 C

40
454

13.4 <0.01

Special Emphasis

Comparison

22

30

440 C

419 C

459 C

449 C

451

455
0.11 0.75

Special Emphasis

Comparison

22

17

489 C

437 C

517

444

496

491

0.08 0.7

6
Special Emphasis

Comparison

19

24

491

433

560

482

534

504
1.79 0.19

..

i i
. Ar 1

ig
al;

i..

.i

l
g

p
il
d'O'

I
A 1

..
li

2.2 219 + .7

1.6 2.0 + .4

2.6 3.3 + .7

2.6 3.9 +1.3

3.7 4.1 + .4

3.3 3.9 + .(i

..- a
5.0 5.9 + .9

3.6 4.2 + .6

5.0 7.2 +2.2

3.6 4.8 +1.2

C indicates that corresponding mean raw snore above 702 correct (ceiling).
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APPENDIX F

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE - BELOW MEAN
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TABLE F.1

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

COVA1TATE:

Site: LOUIS/ARA

SDRT Comprehension Total Posztast
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDRT Comprehension Total Pratast
Scaled Score

ANCOVA

m Treatment

AA

Of

sm
0

a

IA ell

241I g

I. 21Is
a. n:0
2"

to

cm0
A 1
-,,, a
&I ai

OS2 0..14.101"ail

MI
41.

44la
.0 aa0 0sr 0oaag

ill' ttiza
,..
71

O.

3

!
.4
A'
.41%

2
Special Emphasis

Comparison

13

43

230

273

326

325

368

312
19.2 40.01

Special Emphasis

Comparison

13

37

294

331

379

418

403

409
0.5 0.48.

Special Emphasis

Comparison

19

51

377*

379
*

413

419

414

418
0.13 0.71

Special Emphasis

Comparison

21

46

429

418

455

423

446

427
2.34 0.13

6
Special Emphasis

Comparison

21

41

428

441

473

462

482

458
2.85 0.10

*
Pretest Fall '77.

F-2
3,30

aa

: It..itgNu,41wild
2 O.
5c

"
11ot

LI AA

2:-Cu
4.4 0

2 Oa
tic
e
1
l

01%

i
Is

Ca al2 2
"A
11>'
ti

1.2 2.2 +1.0

1.7 2.2 + .5

------1---

1.9 2.7 + .8

2.2 3.2 +1.0

2.7
*

3.2 + .5

2.7
*

3.3 + .6

3.4 4.0 + .6

3.3 3.3 0

3.4 4.5 +1.1

3.7 4.2 + .5



TABLE F.2

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DUE RR= VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

07tARTATE:

Site:LOUTSLANA

SDRT Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDET Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

ANCI.IVA

I
. Treatment

14

i

:

°
i

440
sho
8

2:
a2Ii

m

li."4
:

111

ize
aii

.05
02..8

;4

ii
!tie
1,21

1

g
or

:I4.

%
gl

2
Special Emphasis

Comparison

12

40

203

284

322 C

339 C

361

327
6.05 0.02

3
Special Emphasis

Comparison

18

31

321 C

341C

411 C

418 C

427

409
2.39 0.13

4
Special Emphasis

Comparison

15

34

402

410 C

451

442
459
439

4.01 0.05

5
Special Emphasis

Comparison

18

37

421C'

410 C

442

414

438

415
7.51 <0.01

6
Special Emphasis

Comparison

26

40

432

421

474

439

470

441
7.07

....

0.01

Ai
41Iu

.t 12%li
41 i

g%

li
4114.

a :2%
ga
ii

a1

i
id

0 .4:
.-1

1 ::: ..
al

<1.0 2.1 >44.1

1.8 2.3 + .5

2.1 3.2 +1.1

2.3 3.2 + .9

3.0 3.9 + .9

3.1 3.7 + .6

3.3 3.7 + .4

3.1 3.2 + .1

3.5 4.5 41.0

3.3 3.6 + .3



TABLE F.3

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VAILLUILE:

INDEPENDENT VA,'.:,148LZ:

COVAItIATE:

Sim MICHIGAN

SDEZ Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDIT Cf:morehension Total Pretest
Swami Score

!MENEM

....e.;

.o

aA
1
a
.

i

MEW

ANCOU

,-,......o..
I

?moment

tA4
I"
Li
a:.

"
ii

AlAl
A

3.
1:
iig
azi

.

.0

31
AM

3:
IP
i2i

F

]
O
%

8

!
t
l'Is

at

2
Special Emphasis

Comparison

39

31

271

261

J28

314

326

317
1.59 0.21

3
Special Emphasis

Comparison

46

31

314

313

394

405

394

406
5.57 0.02

4
Special Emphasis

Comparison

37

28

394

403

423

432

427

427
0.00 0.95

3
Special. Emphasis

Comparison

40

32

416

411

412

410

410

412
0.06 0.80

6
Special Emphasis

Comparison

41

29

413

391

451

430

447

435
0.74 0.39

F-4 332

cau
i Pa
Swe
lat
El
jA
at----.1---------

46,4a:as
LAWO

VA
ita

3is
at

A

i
0
eV
"A
At3.
di.

+ .61.6 2.2

1.5 2.1 + .6

2.1 2.9 4- .8

2.1 3.1 +1.0

2.9 3.3 + .4

3.0 3.5 + .5

3.2 3.2 0

3.2 3.1 + .1

3.2 3.9 + .7

2.9 3.5 .6



TABLE F.4

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DIMENDrift IWRIARLE: SD= Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

=DEMO= VARIARLE: Treatment

C0fARIATE: SD&T Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

Sits: MIMIC/di

MOW&

Treatment

i.
*a
o

a

L
:,{1...

0%
I*0.

11

21
31 1

. a
a AA
2 I"u 23.ad

g "6a.
Iii 4.1

AA 0
3 2 °
fall .

,..

U

Ti '
;,...1

2
Special 6mphasis

Comparison

40

26

261

243

348

334

348

334
2.52 0.12

Special Emphasis

Comparison

52

40

324

315

410

410

406

415
2.18 0.14

Special Emphasis

Comparison

45

34

396

r9

422

425

423

423

Special Emphasis

Comparison

42

35

414

422

406

438

410

433
4.44 0.04

33s
F-5

ia

61"lei
la la

17)
U

4
a. I

i
IIca

1 c. 1 2 a t

I :
al: at itz
1.5 2.4 + .9

1.4 2.3 + .9

2.2 3.1 + .9

2.1 3.1 +1.0

3.0 3.3 + .3

3.0 3.4 + .4

3.2 3.1 - .1

3.3 3.6 + .3



TABLE F.5

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPEEDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

COVARILTZ:

Site: OHIO

SDRT Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDRT Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score

ANCOVA

Treatment

AAa

'al
iii
4+

°
a

ha

so
Ir

.1 t
I.1r loai
a

1II
_9_1-

44 ha
a aVII
a za

a
21A:,
4 AA5O alit.
i,24;

>

O
...*wir
...1 m4..

2
Special Emphasis

Comparison

20

21

282

264

336

318

329

325

0.22.

Special Emphasis

Comparison

17

14

320

316

418

406

417

408
1.00 0.33

Spacial Emphasis

Comparison

19

9

390

414

410

434

418

418
0.00 0.97

Special Emphasis

Comparison

20

16

434

424

415

436

411

441 .

1.93 0.17

6
Special Emphssia

Comparison

18

14

464

415

516

447

502

465
4.62 0.04

334
F-6

Y

A
6.1

&a AA

1.4 IA
44

i
Ns0,0 PIS.4 la0 0

p. o
la

,2 &I

if rg co 74

il 'il l it
1...es la lid a Cr0 0 0 0 Cr) 00

1.7 2.3 + .6

1.6 2.1 + .5

2.1 3.3 +1.2

2.1 3.1 +1.0

2.9 3.1 + .2

3.2 3.5 + .3

3.5 3.2 - .3

3.4 3.6 + .2

4.2 5.8 +1.6

3.2 3.8 + .6



TABLE F.6

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

COVARIAME:

Site: TENNESSEE

spar Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SD= Comprehension Total Pratast
Scaled Score

ANCOVA

10 Treatment

1.I

....
'''

0
1

aa 0
sr

i8s'
a. Is

6ila

1
1 71

Ul'a
1::

ta'''azi, iga

1 1
A 4.1

V:....2

3%1 >
...

6
U

i
...

11 '
rit;

4..1.1 Emphasis

Comparison

17

11

243

244

322

333

323

333
0.71 0.41

Special Emphasla

Comparison

21

14

304

346

393

444

418

405
0.77 0.39

_

Spacial Emphasis

Comparison

18

7

384

400

...----,..

430

467

432

460
3.96 0.06

Special Emphasis

Comparison

23

8

407

444

432

468

438

449
0.36 0.55

6
Special Emphasis

Comparison

27

10

41,9

380

449

446

443

462
b.97

0.33

3
F-7

335

Y
O

.fie
>..i sr
2 0.

g Cit

" ea
ri

> a..i t32 0.
I ta

CS
1.1

G.
.1

if." il....
a;
es'. erCa 0 ta 0 C.1 Itel

1.3 2.1 + .8

1.4 2.3 + .9

2.0 2.9 + .9

2.4 3.7 +1.3

2.8 3.4 + .6

3.0 4.3 +1.3

3.1 3.5 + .4

3.7 4.4 + .7

3.3 3.9 + .6

2.8 3.8 +1.0



TABLE F.7

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT Y7..R 1978-74
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:
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TABLE F.8

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:
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TABLE F.9

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:
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TABLE F.10

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:
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IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN
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IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
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IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
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APPENDIX G

METHODOLOGY

This appendix describes the activities undertaken by GRC in the

conduct of the second and third years1 of data collection and the

analysis of data collected over the 3 years of the Special Emphasis

Project evaluation study. This summary of study methodology and pro-

cedures is presented in six parts including discussions of:

Instrumentation

Data Collection Procedures

Problems in Data Collection

Data Preparation and Reduction

Preliminary Data Examination

Data Analysis Procedures and Issues

INSTRUMENTATION

Two major types of data were required to perform the process and

impact evaluations required in this study:

Data and information about the teachers and the student

populations in the participating schools and educational

practides employed in these schools.

Data to be used in assessing the impact of the Special

Emphasis Projects on the students and schools where these

projects were implemented.

In several cases, a single instrument was used to collect data

for both of these purposes. Instruments used in this study, and the

evaluation component for which data in each instrument were used, are

summarized in Table G.1.

1
First year data collection was performed by the original evaluation
contractor, Applied Management Sciences, Inc.
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TABLE G.l

STUDY INSTRUMENTS AND USE(S)

Instrument

Use of Data
Process
Study

Impact;

Study

X
1. The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SORT)

2. The Classification of Teaching Practices
X X

3. Protect Director Questionnaire
X

4. Experimental School Principal Questionnaire
X X

5. Comparison School Principal Questionnaire
X X

6. Reading Specialist Questionnaire
. X

7. Experimental School Classroom Teacher Questionnaire X X

8. Comparison School Classroom Teacher Questionnaire X X I

9. Librarian Questionnaire
X

0. Student (Grade 3) and Student (Grades 4-6) Questionnaires X

1. Parent Questionnaire
X

'12. Student Information Checklist
X

13. Classroom Observation Protocol
X

(Copies of all instruments used in this study are contained in

Volume II of this report.)

Instruments 1 through 11 (in Table G.l) had been selected and/or

developed by the original evaluation design contractor and originally

cleared by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for use in only

the first year data collection.

The Student Information Checklist--which sought demographic

information on students in the participating schools--was developed

by the original study contractor and USOE during the first year of this

study but, was not used in the first year data collection activities.

The Student Information Checklist and instruments 1 through 11 were

submitted to OMB by USOE prior to the award of the continuation con-

tract to GRC. These instruments were again cleared for only 1 year.

G-3

3



During the collection of data for the second year of the Special

Emphasis Project, GRC identified several limitations in study instru-

ments 3 through 11. Limitations were found in:

The structure of some questions--the consequence of which

was that questions could be interpreted in several ways

and, as a result, the data secured were inconsistent and

non-comparable.

The length and specific content of some instruments- -

the consequence of which was that teachers complained

about the time required to complete questionnaires and

did nct always provide information which could be used

in the frtel data analysis.

In view of these limitations, GRC conducted a detailed review of

all instruments and modified these instruments, where appropriate, to

clarify ambiguous questions and to eliminate questions not directly

related to the objectives of this study.

Revised instruments were cleared through the Federal Education

Dat: Acquisition Committee (FEDAC) in 1979 and used in the final round

of data collection in the spring of 1979.

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Spring, summer, and fall data collection activities focused on

different purposes and entailed slightly different procedures. The

major purposes of the spring site visits were to:

Administer the data collection instruments to each of the

nine respondent groups and to assist in the administration

of the SDRT.

Conduct interviews with district administrators, principals,

and project directors to gain additional anecdotal infor-

mation.
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Conduct observations of classroom teachers and reading

specialists and/or reading teachers in Special Emphasis

and comparison schools.

The purpose of the summer site visits was to:

Identify the types of activities which were provided by

these programs.

Document the manner in which teaching approaches, instruc-

tional intensity, and staffing patterns resembled or differed

from the regular school year Special Emphasis program.

Determine the ID numbers and attendance records of students

who participated in the summer program. Because attendance

data had not been obtained during the 1977 summer program,

GRC attempted also to obtain these data.

The purpose of the fall site visits was to:

Assess comparability of the experimental and comparison

schools, thereby assessing the integrity of the experimental

design. The data gathered during this process represented

a set Of annual baseline data for each project.

Collect information to determine whether the projects met

the criteria that were established in the legislation and

the regulations.

Supervise the administ,.ition of the SDRT.

Data collection activities for the study were undertaken in fall

1976 and spring, summer, and fall 1977 by the original study contractor

and in spring, summer, and fall 1978 and 1979 by GRC. Table G.2, Data

Collection Schedule, provides a summary of the utilization of the study

instruments during the respective data collection periods. (Procedures

employed in the 1976-77 school year and fall 1977 data collections

conducted by the original study cont are described in the First

Annual Report.)
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TABLE G.2

DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE

Data Collection Points

Instrument

1976

Fall

Stanford Diagnostic

Reading Test

Student Information

Checklist

Project Director

Quesponnaire

Experimental School

Principal Questionnaire

Comparison School

Principal questionnaire

Reading Specialist

questionnaire

Experimental School

Teacher Quationnaire

Comparison School

Teacher Questionnaire

Classification of

Teaching Practices

Classroom Observation

Protocol

Librarian Questionnaire

Student questionnaire

Parent Questionnaire

Sommer Program Topic

Wide

Site Clue-out Topic

Guide

1977 1978

Springy Pali

X

x

K

K

X

X

X

1919

Spring Summer Fall

K

X

K

K

X

X



When GRC assumed responsibility for this study in April 1978,

several changes were incorporated into the data collection activities:

Data on the demographic char,icLeristics of students and

specific treatments in reading instruction were collected

for the first time

.e responsibility for the administration of the SDRT was

shifted from the reading specialists to the individual

classroom teacher. This change was motivated by a need

to equalize the conditions of administration in both eNperi-

mental and comparison schools and to comply with the admin-

istration instructions of the SDRT manual.

The testing and questionnaire administrations were systema-

tized by the use of briefing sessions with teachers followed

by written instructions for teachers and project supervisors.

(Instructions are contained in Volume II of this report.)

Special consideration was given to the concerns of comparison

school staff regarding their participation in the study.

In response to their concerns, GRC provided an update on

the purpose and scope of the study, required that the comr

parison.teadhers test their own students under supervision

of GRC and project reading specialists, and provided the

teachers with printouts of test score results on the SDRT

for their students.

At the beginning of the 1978 and 1979 visits, GRC /Americas staff

met with the entire staffs of the respective schools to introduce.the

evaluation team, provide an update ou she evaluation, listen to their

concerns, and elicit their coopetion. PrzJi ct directors at each of

the project sites were responsible for coordinating the data collection

activities.

Supervision of the Testing - Spring and Fall Data Collections

To assure intersite consistency in the administration of the SDRT,

GRC developed a set of instructions designed to overcome some of the
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problems experienced by the previous contractor. The key features of

these procedures were:

Supervision of the entire testing process in both the Special

Emphasis and comparison schools by Special Emphasis reading

specialists who also were available to provide assistance

when necessa,,.

Administration of the SDRT by the respective classrooL-.

teachers of reading. Each teacher was instructed to adhere

to the directives in the SDRT manual which he or she received

in advance of the testing.

Careful coding of the test booklets to assure correct

identification of each student while preserving the student's

anonymity.

Onsite supervision of the testing by GRC/Americas staff who

monitored the testing rooms without distracting the children

being tested.

Notation of any special conditions with respect to individual

students present during the testing. For example, instances

of emotional upset, illness, or students making random

markings were afterwards noted on the test booklets by the

administering teacher.

Collection of Program and Participant Data - Spring Data Collections

The collection of program and participant data was designed to

coincide with the spring administration of the SDRT.

All staff questionnaires were filled out by the respondents after

a group briefing by GRC/Americas staff. Directions for answering

specific questions weie prov1,-ed on each instrument. Additionally,

GRC/Americas staff assisted respondents with clarifications when

necessary, and personally collected completed instruments to assure

confidentiality of responses.
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Instruments to which students responded were self-explanatory;

however, in classes where students had reading problems, teachers read

the questions to the class.

Parent instruments were given to all students in grades 1 through

6 to be delivered to parents and returned within a week. To assure an

adequate response rate, follow-up procedures were undertaken by indi-

vidual project directors in conformance with district policies. Distri-

bution and collection of these instruments were the responsibility of

the classroom teachers.

All questionnaires were administered from mid-May through early-

June 1978 and 1979, with the exception of the site "close out" topic

guide which was administered in fall 1979.

The final round of site visits was made to each of the project

sites to monitor the final round of testing and conduct "close out"

interviews with a sample of teachers from the Special Emphasis schools,

the principal, project director, and cognizant official from the school

district. These interviews provided a retrospective assessment of the

implementation of Special Emphasis as well as perceptions of the residual

effects of the program after Federal funding ended.

PROBLEMS IN DATA COLLECTION

In spite of an attempt. to c.arefully specify procedures for data

collection, a number of problems arose at individual sites. A brief

summary of these problems follows.

General Problems

The project sites in general experienced 10-30% student turnover

during each year of the evaluation. A combination of student turnover

and the coding problems effectively reduced the total number of pre -

and posttest observations available for analysis.
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The timing of the spring visits contributed tb several overall

problems, including:

Students were taking the SDRT and their school district's

standardized tests back to back. Test fatigue was apparent

for students, teachers, and administrators.

End of the school year activities (picnics, trips) were

distracting to the testing process, inhibiting students'

performance on the SDRT.

Teachers and administrators had pressing end-of-the-year

paperwork demanding attention and were vexed over the

additional work entailed by the testing.

To minimize these problems and their effect on the study, GRC

attempted to schedule its spring visits several weeks before the end

of the school year and at times suggested by local principals and

project staff.

Problems of data collection encountered at the specific Special

Emphasis sites are summarized below.

Louisiana

. Coding problems on the SDRT caused delays in the data reduction

process, and contributed to a loss in the number of observations when

coding problets could not be resolved. For example, the ID codes

assigned to grade 3 students in the comparison school during spring

1977 were replaced by new ID codes in fall 1977, causing the loss of

these observations. Other instruments, namely those for students

and parents, were returned to GRC with only the site and school identi-

fying numbers affixed. Student questionnaires, grade 3, were not

received for 1977-78 school year.

Michigan

Owing to scheduling conflicts and local staff preferences, some

of the testing was held at a time when GRC staff was not present to
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monitor. Further, reading specialists from the experimental school

administered the reading tests in the comparison school in spring_1978,

contrary to specific directions. GRC also noted that testing of younger
children, in some instances, was conducted on a single day, contrary to

directives in the SDRT manual. Sixth grade students were not tested

during spring and fall 1979 because they had been transferred to other
schools.

Ohio

Because of a union dispute, the SDRT was administered in the

comparison school by the Special Emphasis project director and the

district reading and language arts supervisor. In addition, GRC was

unable to observe reading instruction in all classrooms. Because of
the court-ordered dispersion of students in the fall of 1978, seventh
grade students were not tested on the SDRT.

Tennessee

No major data collection problems occurred.

Texas

The administration of the testing in fall 1978 at the comparison

school was not monitored by GRC/Americas. In addition, teacher adminis-

trators of the test erroneously omitted the final subtests for first

graders in spring 1978, in effect losing observations on first graders

for that data point. In addition, during the first year of the study,

soma students were assigned duplicate ID codes.

West Virginia

Lack of communication between, the project director and the

comparison school, plus a growing reluctance on the part of the

comparison school to participate in the Special Emphasis project, caused

numerous problems at this site. Student Information Checklists were

not completed in the comparison school during the spring 1978 data

collection. They were, however, completed the following fall. Student

and parent questionnaires frIm the Special Emphasis school lacked
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complete coding, limiting the analysis to aggregated data. Student and

parent questionnaires were never administered in the comparison school

in 1978. A number of student and teacher identification code problems

were also experienced. During the final round of testing, seventh

graders were not tested until 5 weeks after the other students. In

addition, the Special Emphasis school principal orcLred large-scale

out-of-level testing of students, whereas few students in the comparison

school were similarly "downshifted."

California

Some teachers in the comparison school exhibited an indifference

toward the study to the extent of giving lackadaisical responses to

questionnaire items. Coding on all parent questionnaires was incomplete.

Attendance data for summer 1979 were not available.

DATA PREPARATION AND REDUCTION

The data preparztion and reduction process was an ongoing activity.

Initially, all data tapes received from AMS were reviewed by GRC to

determine content and quality of the data. From this initial assessment.

GRC identified several problems with the coding of the SDRTs:

In fal1.1976, only a portion of the fifth and sixth grade

students were assigned unique 4-digit ID codes. Therefore,

scores could only be identified by site, school, and grade,

but not by individual student.

In a number of cases, for spring and fall 1977, two and

sometimes three students had been assigned the same 4-digit

ID codes.

As a result, GRC established a series of validation checks to

assure the accuracy of the data for future data collections. The data

previously clllected by ANS for fall 1976, spring 1977, and fall 1977

was checked and, to the extent possible, corrections were made. GRC

decided at this point, with the concurrence of the USOE project officer,

to drop the fall 1976 data point from the analysis due to the inability

to link a suzlicient number of the test scores to individual students.
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For all testing dates after fall 1977, all SDRT answer booklets

were batched upon receipt at GRC into groups based on site, school,

grade, and test level taken. Each booklet was checked for completeness

and each 10-digit code was checked for omissions or errors. The SDRTs

were then sent to The Psychological Corporation to be machine scored.

Initially, raw scores, grade equivalents, and percentiles were received

for each subtest taken. For spring 1979 and fall 1979, scaled scores

were also received for each student.

When the scored tape was returned to GRC, an edit was performed

to determine whether the tape was complete and to establish a new

student identification code which included the site, school, 4-digit

ID code, student birth month, birth year, and sex. Additionally,

duplicate records and records without adequate identification were

eliminated, and range checks were performed on all data fields. For

those tapes without scaled scores, a conversion was performed to trans-

form raw scores to scaled scores while preserving the initial raw score.

In addition, as each tape was processed, an index was created

and updated to form a complete test history for each student. With

each subsequent testing, each record was checked to determine consistency

between testings of the birthdate, sex, and grade level for each

student. The extent of o..c-of-level testing was also determined.

As this process continued, it became apparent that there were

numerous errors either in the 4-digit ID code assigned or in the

recording of birthdate and sex on the answer booklet. Therefore, during

spring 1979, each project site was given a complete testing history for

each student through fall 1978 and asked to verify the accuracy of the

birthdate and sex associated with the 4-digit ID code. As a result,

many errors were resolved preserving as much data as possible for the

analysis. Table G.3, Statistics on Error Resolution, contains a complete

summary of the magnitude of the error resolution process.
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TABLE G.3

STATISTICS ON ERROR RESOLUTION

[S.PRIN1977 G

SIM
G

TEST DATE

G I- FALL 1

1979

SICL* COAECTION

51979(11979

[

1977

FALL I nu. TspRIN1979

I 1978

SPRING

1978

Number Tests Scored 6202 7292 5710 5221 4742 4637
Number Instruments Received

5819 4637

RECORDS DELETED DUE TO:

1 Incomplete identification 23 23 20 4 2 5 2 52 Incomplete testing 133 10811 335 59 18 23 - -3. Other (Includes duplicate
tests, tents from two sites
not refunded in 1977)

915 800 19 5 9 63 40 25

NET RECORDS 5131 5388 5316 5153 4713 3999 5777 4607

RECORDS REQUIRING CORRECTION OF

1. Blrthdate only 383 341 282 403 240 312 441 3192. Sex only 101 101 77 73 43 59 97 1983. Both birthdate and sex 28 12 12 23 11 7 16 504. Special condition only - - - - - 34 485. Student identification only 64 80 58 32 17 8 41 116. Site only 5 2 1 2 1 - -7. School only 12 13 5 8 8 6 - -8. At least two of school,
student identification,
bIrthdate, and sex

7 7 3 1 1 -

9. Grade only 16 19 59 2 11 - 3 3

RECORDS WITH OUT-OF-LEVEL TESTING 4 1(12 132 153 129 N/A N/A

RECORDS GRADE INCONSISTENT WITH N/A 327 9 201 12 206 N/A N/APREVIOUS TESTING (INCLUDES
STUDENTS RETAINED IN GRADE)

Student Information Checklist
t
First graders at some sites were given a portion of the SORT.

First graders at one site were given a portion of the SORT.
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After the error resolution process was completed, the latest test

scores were added to the data base compiled from the previous test

scores.

A similar procedure was employed to validate the data on the

Student Information Checklist, and these data were also added to the

data base.

The final data base contains a record for each student who took

any of the SDRTs between spring 1977 and fall 1979. Each record contains

demographic data and reading intensity data from the Student Information

Checklists. These records also contain the student's score for each

subtest for each testing represented as:

Raw Score --The number of questions the student answered

correctly.

Grade Equivalent -- Represents the typical performance of

pupils in a specified grade when tested in a given month

of the school year. The grade equivalent scores can range

from 1.0 to 12.9, but the range is smaller for the red and

green level tests.

Scaled Scores --Express performance on a single scale which

cuts across test times and test levels. The usefulness

of a single score is that it permits comparisons of student's

performance over time and aggregation of students who took

different levels of the SDRT. It is the most appropriate

form of the student's score to use in evaluating change

in performance over time since scaled scores have equal

intervalS.

The completed data base contains 9885 records.

PRELIMINARY DATA EXAMINATION

Following the correction of coding errors and creation of the

complete data base, a preliminary examination of the data was performed

tO:
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Develop a complete SDRT test history for each site.

Determine whether differences existed bet7een students for

whcm both pre- and posttest scores had been secured and

students for whom only pre- or posttest scores had been

secured.

Determine whether ceiling or floor
1

effects were encountered.

The results of this preliminary examination provided data on attri-

tion in the study sample. These data, combined with test scores for all

students, were used to examine the effect of attrition on the general-

izability of evaluation results. The statistical methodology used in

the analysis of the impact of Special Emphasis treatment on reading

achievement was reexamined to determine its appropriateness in view

of the limitations of the data. A detailed discussion of each step in

the preliminary examination follows.

SDRT Test History

A SDRT Test History for each site is contained in Appendix A.

An example of one SDRT Test History appears on Table G.4. This table

provides a frequency count, by grade, school, and project year, of:

Students with SDRT scores for any of the test-points

between the spring of the previous school year and the

spring of the designated project year (line 1). For example,

for project year 1977 -78, the frequency count included any

student with SDRT scores for one or more of the following

data points: spring 1977, fall 1977, and spring 1978.

Students designated as having learning problems (line 2).

Students with pretest SDRT scores only (line 3). This line

represents a count of students for whom SDRT scores were

obtained in the spring of the previous school year and/or

the fall of the designated project year, but for whom SDRT

scores were not obtained in the spring of the designated

project year.

1
These terms are identified in the Glossary.
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Site: VIRGINIA

TABLE G.4

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

Spar.

___

Comp.

350

School: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp.

lull No. Students took

SDRT (spring, fall 1977;

spring 1978)

70 74 68 65 71 65 69 72 71 74 349

). Designated as Having

Learning Problems 0 7 6 8 7 0 0 0 0 20 13

). took Spring/Fall 1977

)RTs only
10 7 11 12

12

17 15 8_
9

18

15

14

12

13 60 65

). took Spring 1978 SORT

only 10 15 6 8 6 15 45 63

). in Sample Size for

ANCOVA Analyses

(1-(2+3+4))
45 52 44 35 38 37 52 39 45 46 224 209

4. No.

ot

5. Nn.

A

Protect Year 1978-79

Grade: 2 3 4 5

Sp.Em.

77

Comp.

---- -

68

-uir,

Sp. EM.
-..-- - ..

368

Schoul: Sp.Em. Comp. Sp.Em. Comp.

69

Sp.Em.

69

Comp. Sp.Em.

73

Comp.

il No. Students took

MT (spring, fall 1978;

gyring 1979)

83 79 66 63 66

Designated as Having

Arning Problems
0 0 3 0 4 0 7 0 0

9

11

55

0

24

9

15

14

35

55

264

took Spring/Fall 1978

MN only
4 13

8

58

4

7

52

21

8

40

10

13

42

15 8

11

47

14

14

38

took Spring 1978 SDRT

ply

t'n Sample Size for

ICOVA Analyses

- (21110 )

11

68

8

40

1,

Comp.

345

87

47

211



Students with posttest SDRT scores only (line 4).

Students for whom both pre- and posttest scores were avail-

able and who, therefore, comprised the analytic sample on

which analyses were conducted (line 5). Line 5 is computed

by subtracting the total of lines 2, 3, and 4 from line 1.

The difference between the total number of students with any

SDRT scores for the designated project year (line 1 on Table G.4 and

the number in the analytic sample (line 5 on Table G.4) provides a

measure of sample attrition due to student turnover, absenteeism,

errors*in coding SDRT answer booklets and purposive exclusion (students

with diagnosed learning disabilities).

These data from Appendix A and the calculated level of retention

are summarized in the right-hand columns (4 and 5) of Table G.5, Sample

Retention Summary. The potential number of students, taken from

Appendix A, is the total number of students who took any of the SDRTs

for the designated project year, aggregated over grades 2 through 6.

The actual number of students, also taken from Appendix A, is the number

of students, aggregated over grades 2 through 6, who were included in

the "whole grade" analytic sample. These numbers match the numbers of

students contained.in the impacts summaries in Appendix E. The percent

of retention, then, is the actual number of students divided by the

potential number of students. As noted in Table G.5, between 46% and

86% of the potential number of students are actually included in the

1977-78 "whole grade" analytic samples. Therefore, the level of attri-

tl.on was between 14% and 54%. For 1978-79, the retention rate ranged

from 32% to 72%, indicating attrition levels between 28% and 68%.. This

level of attrition can be partially attributed to mobility and absenteeism,

but the high level of attrition for some sites would indicate other

problems also.

A measure of mobility between school years for each site is also

contained on Table G.5. This would not include students who moved during

the 1978-79 school year. For example, for the Texas Special Emphasis

school, 17% of the students were tested only during the 1977-78 project
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TABLE G.5

SAMPLE RETENTION SUMMARY

Stte School

(1)

Net Student 71-18

N

(2)

Tested

Only

% of Nett

(3)

Tested

18-19 Inly

N % or Net5

Analytic

77-78

Potential

(4)

Sample

(gr, 2-6)

Actual %

(5)

Analytic Sample

18-79 (gr. 2-6)

Potential Actual 2

1A Special Emphasis

_Sample*

410 53 132 55 13% 313 174 56% 316 170 542
Comparison 9571 215 22% 111 12% 1215 395 54% 699 365 52%

NI Special Emphasis 943 115 19% 130 14% 693 385 56% 578 338 582
Comparison 826 162 20% 112 14% 615 301 502 485 266 552

011 Special Emphasis 448 N/A N/i N/A N/A 311 175 552 N/A N/A N/A
Comparison 322 N/A N/A N/A N/A 275 142 52% N/A N/A N/A

TN Special Emphasis

Comparison

413

276

41

40

11%

14%

46

29

112

11%

320

207

197

96

62%

46%

308

159

204

0 6663%%

TX Special Emphasis 7791 131 172 241 312 5381 218 52% 428** 193 45%
Comparison 952 155 16% 102 322 6495 334 51% 510** 249 482

WV Special Emphasis 483 46 10% 62 13% 349 224 642 .168 264 72%
Comparison 468 53 112 59 13% 350 209 60% 345 211 61%

IA Special Emphasis 309 14 5% 101 33% 112 148 86% 264 118 452Comparison 458 44 10% 141 32% 279 187 67% 159 116 322

Does not include students graduating spring 1977 or first graders

In spring 1979,

(Does not Include students graduating spring 1977.

5

Does not Include first graders in spring 1979,

Adjusted to compensate for coding errors,

**

Does not include grade 2 for which no analysis could be done,

1
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year (column 2) and 31% were tested only during the 1978-79 project year

(column 3). Therefore, 48% of the net student sample, did not participate

in the evaluation for the full length of the project. The net student

sample (column 1) is the total number of students tested at each site

over the full course of the study, with the exception of students

graduating from the program in spring 1977 and first graders in spring

1979.

Differences Between "Pre- and Posttest" Groups and "Pre" or "Posttest
Only" Groups

Students included in the analytic samples are those with both

pretest SDRT scores and posttest SDRT scores. Students excluded from;

the sample, but for whom partial information is available, are those

with either a pretest SDRT score or a posttest SDRT score only. .

data are available for students who were in the school during the

designated project year but who took none of the SDRTs.)

Summaries of the differences in "comprehension total "1 scores

between students included in the analytic samples and those excluded

from the sample are contained in tables for each site in Appendix B.

An example of one table from this series is presented in Table G.6.

Table G.6 identifies differences--by project year, school, aid

grade--in test scores for "pretest only" students and "posttest only"

stud:-.Ls as contrasted with the "pre- and posttest" students. For

each "pre- and posttest" group, an interval was calculated with limits

of I- one-third of a standard deviation from the mean "comprehension

total" scaled score of that group. This interval was then used as the

reference for determining whether the "pretest only" or "posttest only"

groups differed substantially from the "pre- and posttest" group, i.e.,

the group used in the analysis of impact. One-third of a standard

1
Comprehension total is a composite score derived from scores on two
subtests of the SDRT.
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Site: TENNESSEE

TABLE G.6

SWUM OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH

PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH

PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Project Year: 1977-1978

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Emphasis Pretest Only 0 - + 0 -

Posttest Only + + 0 + 0

Comparison Pretest Only 0 0 - 0 0

Posttest Only + 0 + - +

Project Year: 1978-1979

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)

2 3 4 5 6

.
Special Empahsis Pretest Only

Posttest Only 0

0

+
0

0

+
+

0

+

Comparison Pretest Only 0 + 0 - 0

Posttest Only + + - 0

="7:

0: Difference betveen mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is less
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of pre- and posttest group.

+: Mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of preand posttet group.

Mean scaled score of pra- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation lower than mean of pre- and posttest group.
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deviation has been suggested as a useful rule of thumb for consideration

of treatment effects as educationally significant.1

If the "pretest only" or "posttest only" group's mean "compre-

hension total" scaled score fell within the calculated interval, there

were assumed to be no substantial differences between that group and

the "pre- and posttest" group. On the other hand, if the mean "com-

prehension total" scaled score for the "pretest only" or "posttest only"

group fell outside tha calculated interval, it was assumed that major

differences did exist between that group and the "pre- and posttest"

group.. The existence of systematic differences would indicate that

the evaluation results based on students with both pre- and posttest

scores may r4-:t be representative of all the program's participants and

that the conclusions could not be generalized for all participants.

For example, in Table G.6, for grade 2 in project year 1977-78

and "pretest only" groups for both the Special Emphasis and comparison

schools are designated by "0," indicating that students who took the

pretest did not differ substantially from their respective "pre- and posttest"

groups. On the other hand, a " +" for the "posttest only" groups for

both schools indicates that the groups for students who took the posttest,

but not the pretest, scored higher than the groups on which the analysis

was performed. For this case, the direction is the same for both the

treatment and comparison schools, thus, the posttest scores used in the

analyses of impact might be an underestimate for both schools. A "-"

for the "pretest only" group for project year 1977-78, grade 3, Special

Emphasis school, indicates that the students who took the pretest, but

not the posttest, scored lower than the group on which the analysis was

performed.

There are many possible reasons why the "pretest only" or

"posttest only" groups differed from the "pre- and posttest" group,

1
D. P. Horst, G. K. Tallmadge, and C. T. Wood, A Practical Guide to
Measuring Project Impact on Student Achievement. (Washington, D.C.,
US Government Printing Office, 1976) (Stock No. 017-080-01460), p. 69.
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e.g., testing _ring times of the year when certain groups of students

are absent. An investigation to determine these reasons for each

instance of difference is beyond the scope of this study, but the

existence of differences has been examined to determine the representa-

tiveness of the analytic samples.

Floor and Ceiling Lifects

If the SDRT administered to lower achieving students in each

analytic sample was too difficult, these students would only be able

to answer a few questions correctly. When this occurs, students are

saia to have encountered the test floor. The effect of an apparent

test floor is that the student's score would be an overestimate of

his/her true score.

If the test was too easy for higher achieving students, these

students would be able to answer all or almost all questions correctly,

the test ceiling would be encountered. The resulting scores would

underestimate the students' true scores.

The presence of floor effects on a pretest or ceiling effects

on a posttest would indicate that the observed gain is an underestimate

of the true gain. On the other hand, the presence of ceiling effects

on a pretest or floor effects on a posttest would indicate that the

observed gain is an overestimate of the true gain. Where floor or

ceiling effects are encountered for both the pretest and the posttest,

either an underestimate or an overestimate of true gain can result.

An examination of the SDRT mean "comprehension total" raw score

for each class unit for each test date was performed to determine

whether floor and/or ceiling effects were encountered and, if so, the

implications for the analysis of impact. While the test floor or

ceiling may have been encountered for individual students within all

classes, the effect of the floor and/or ceiling effect vis-a-vis

individual students was not considered serious--e.g., was assumed to

have no significant effect on the outcome of the analysis--unless the
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class mean "comprehension total" raw score was below 30% correct or above

70% correct for the test floor or ceiling, respectively. The criterion

of 30% correct to indicate serious floor effects was chosen because the

two reading comprehension subtests on the SDRT are either three-choice

or four-choice multiple questions and, on a pure chance basis, a

student would score between 25% and 33% correct. Therefore, a mean

class score of 30% correct would indicate that a substantial number of

students in the class scored at or below the chance level. On the other

hand, a mean class score above 70%1 correct would indicate that a

substantial number of students answered all, or almost all, the questions

correctly.

Appendix C contains summaries of the class-by-class mean "com-

prehension total" raw scores for each site and school for each test

date. A 'C' or 'F' opposite the class scores on these tables, indicates

whether ceiling or floor effects were encouateLd. Table G.7 provides

an example of one such summary. For each test point and grade, the

table provides the mean "comprehension total" raw score for each class

unit. For example, for spring 1978, grade 3, there are four class

units wjth mean raw scores of 51.6, 39.5. 41.6, and 47.0. A student's

raw score was included in the computation of the class mean raw score

if the student (1) was not designated as having a learning problem

and (2) took the appropriate test level for his/her grade. For the

cited example, two of the four classes encountered serious ceiling

effects as indicated by the 'C' following the mean raw score.

Examination of the tables in Appendix C shows that serious ceiling

effects were encountered at all project sites. While there are occur-

rences of ceiling effects for all grades and test dates, there is a

greater frequency for grades 2 and 4 for each spring testing date.

For spring 1977, in the aggregate, 89% of the second grade classes

and 86% of the fourth grade classes encountered serious ceiling effects;

for spring 1978, 90% and 86%, respective17, and for spring 1979, 95%

and 89%, respectively, encountered serious ceiling effects.

1
This figure was suggested by Dr. Bjorn Karlsen, an author of the SDRT.'
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Slte:TEXAS
- -

GRADE__

TABLE G.7

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: SPECIAL. ENNASIS
_____________________ ____ ______. _. _____ _ __

SPRING
TEST POINTS

_1977 -----bl 1917----SPRik 1978 FALL. Wiiii----- SPRING 1919 _N Mean Ind V Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind

............... _ __
_ _. ___________ ____ _ _ .....

25 49.3

22 52.2

25 48.3

23 54.1

20 56.7

2

3

4

5

23 78.6 C

24 80.9 C

24 79.7 C

24 75.5 C

26 44.2 C

28 49.3 C
27 47.1 C

21 51.1

22 58.1

23 54.3

23 54.0

24 65.0 C

24 45.7 C
24 33.3

23 32.1

22 38.6

21 77.9 C

23 83.1 C

22 78.0 C

23 77.2 C

23 82.2 C

24 51.6 C

25 39.5

23 41.6

18 47.0 ('

26 62.6

24 59.4

21 73.1 C
19 65.3 C

_

FALL 1979

,MeanN Mean Ind

21 63.7

21 59.8
20 63.1

17 55.0

19 56.2

C

C

18 82.2

19 84.5

20 81.9

18 84.4

19 78.9

C

C

C

C

C

25 37.3

29 37.5

27 38.7

25 34.2

25 49.5

31 47.3

25 46.7

28 41.6

C

C

C

28 54.3 C 22 48.1 C
25 51.8 C 22 51.4 C
24 48.8 C 23 46.8 C

22 44.2 C

29 31.9

26 34.7

26 37.9

25 27.0

52 28.6

52 30.3

46 30.8
25 27.2

21 50.6 C

22 53.9 C

23 48.3 C

19 51.2 C

21 49.2 C 20 50.6 C

16 46.6 C 17 51.2 C

26 52.9 C 27 52.8 C
17 42.2 C 14 51.6 C

29 36.8

26 36.3

26 35.5

6

Test Level_ Haximuto.Acore,

13 25.4

22 24.2

39 36.0

6 24.2

26 36.0

24 32.9

18 30.2

Floor (F)_Ef fect. Below

14 27.7

27 36.2

26 50.0 C

20 28.9

18 68.2 C
18 70.7 C

18 71.7 C

16 69.9 C

18 35.5

18 43.7 C

19 38.4

14 39.8

18 36.2

23 48.8 C

27 45.5 C

25 45.0 C

23 43.6 C

16 30.4

15 28.7

18 35.9

13 26.3

15 27.5

17 38.2

22 48.9 C

19 29.5

Ce.11.1ng_.(C) Effect Above_
Red 90 27
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42



One reason for the preponderance of ceiling effects for grades

2 and 4 appears to be that the SDRT was intentionally designed to be

easy so that even low achieving students could experience some success. 1

The result of this is that the distribution of test scores is negatively

skewed rather than a normal distribution. The implications for the

analysis of the impact of the Special Emphasis Project differs for

each site, school, and grade dependent upon whether the ceiling was

encountered on the pretest, the posttest, or both.

DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES AND ISSUES

The data analysis performed by GRC can be divided into two major

categories:

A process analysis

An impact analysis

The major features of the process analysis and the methodological issues

and analysis of impact are discussed in the following topics.

Process Analysis

The process analysis component of this study sought to:

Provide a description of the Special Emphasis Project

programs.

Examine the degree to which each Special Emphasis project

was in complia_Lce with USOE staff and programmatic guide-

lines.

Examine the comparability of Special Emphasis and compari-

son schools with respect to student characteristics, school

size, school staffing patterns and staff qualifications,

and other features thought to be potentially confounding

variables.

Examine the potential effect on the impact analysis of

the Special Emphasis treatment of any noncomparability of

the treatment and comparison schools.

1B. Karisen, et al, p. 5.
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Examine differences among Special Emphasis projects with

respect to the delivery of the Special Emphasis treatment.

The process analysis of the Special Emphasis Project was based on

data and information collected from classroom observations, questionnaires,

and interviews. Data and information used in the Special Emphasis Project

process analysis included both institutional programmatic data and data

on student and staff characteristics. These data included information

on the following factors:

Institutional/Programmatic Data

School facilities.

Qualifications and role functions of all Special Emphasis .

staff.

Instructional services provided by the Special Emphasis

program.

Instructional materials used in the delivery of the Special

Emphasis treatment.

The inservice training program.

Special features or circumstances.

Student/Staff Characteristics Data

Student enrollment

Racial/ethnic mix of student body

Sex of students

Percent of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch

Percent of students for whom. English is a second language

Percent of students absent more than 25% of time

Number of teachers

Percent of teachers with graduate degrees

Average teacher experience

Average number of students/class

G-27
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These data and information are reported on a site-by-site basis

and examined across sites in Section 4.

Impact - Methodological Issues

As noted in Section 3, Evaluation Design and Methodology, there

were several issues that were raised and investigated during the course

of the study which affected the analysis plan. These issues can be

divided into four categories:

The selection of a comparison group of students to compare

with students receiving the Special Emphasis treatment.

The selection of an appropriate measure of reading

achievement.

The use of posttest or gain score comparisons.

The period of time over which to analyze the impact of

Special Emphasis on reading achievement.

A discussion follows for each of these categories on the issues

raised and the rationale for the decisions made.

Selection of a Comparison Group of Students

The selection of appropriate groups to compare with the Special

Emphasis students was required for both the school year program and the

summer program. For alt.: school year analysis, the selection of a

comparison group for grades 1 and 2 posed no problem because all

students in the Special Emphasis schools, except as noted in Section 5,

participated in the Special Emphasis treatment. For the third through

sixth grades, not all students in the Special Emphasis schools received

the Special Emphasis "treatment." Therefore, procedures were investigated

for grouping students on the basis of data being collected.

For the first annual report, Applied Management Sciences, Inc.,

used a procedure whereby the experimental group included only those

students who were reading "one grade equivalent below average. "1
The

1
S. Frankel, et al, p. 2.16.
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comparison group included only those students in the comparison school

who were below the highest pretest raw scores for the experimental

group. Methodologically, this procedure presents two problems:

Since students were not selected for Special Emphasis

participation on the basis of the SDRT, the basis for

inclusion in the analytic sample, the experimental group

would not necessarily encompass all students who participated

and might include some who did not participate.

Since the comparison group was selected on the basis of

a cutoff score derived from the experimental group, the

comparison group would not necessarily represent the same

proportion of students as the experimental group. This

would lead to differential regression effects.1

Another method of grouping considered, and employed by GRC, was

by grade, the implication being that the Special Emphasis Program

encompassed the entire school population in grades 1 through 6 at the

Special Emphasis school. While some students were receiving the Special

Emphasis "treatment," the remaining students were involved in other

activities, so there was an effect on the total population. While this

is not an altogether satisfactory approach, it offers a starting point

for consideration of impact and for sites with small enrollments pro-

vided sufficient students (more than 30) so that the sample mean

represents an efficient estimate of the population mean.

Grouping students by class was also considered. Within the

treatment school, this would permit comparisons among classes with

respect to variations in instructional approach or classroom management

style. This grouping would not permit direct comparisons with the

1
D.T. Campbell and A. Erlebacher, How Regression Artifacts in Quasi-
experimental Evaluations Can Mistakenly Make Compensatory Education
Look Harmful. In J. Hellmuth (Ed.), Compensatory Education: A
National Debate. Vol. 3: Disadvantaged Child. New York: Brunner/Mazel,
1970, p. 195-196.
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classes in the comparisons school since no mechanisms were available

for matching classes. In addition, an examination of teaching orien-

tation showed that within each grade, there was virtually no variation

in the approach or the management style as reported by teachers on

the Classification of Teaching Practices instrument.

Grouping by clasth would have permitted the comparison of class

performance with national norms established for the SDRT. The Special

Emphasis classes could then be compared to the comparison classes

based on changes in performance in terms of normal curve equivalents

(NCE).
1

Percentile-to-NCE conversion tables were developed for the

Title I evaluation and reporting system. Either the class mean raw

score or the class mean scaled score for comprehension total on the

SDRT could be converted to the corresponding percentile and then to

the NCE.

Finally, groups could be developed to include an approximation

of only those students for whom Special Emphasis was intended. The

groups would consist of only those students scoring below the mean

score for their grade in each school. Where the mean and median scores

are close, approximately equal proportions of students would be included

in the analytic samples for each school. This technique mitigates

the problem of differential regression effects previously mentioned.

The problem of inclusion of students who did not receive the Special

Emphasis "teatment" remains, in addition to the problem of small

sample sizes (less than 30). "In general, the smaller the sample,

the more likely that the mean of the sample will be a less efficient

estimation of the population mean.
"2

1
The NCE "is an equal-linterval, normalized, standard score with a mean
of 50 and a standard deviation of 21.06. It has a range from 1 to
99 and matches the percentile rank at values 1, 50, and 99." B. M.
Fagan and D. P. Horst, Types of Test Scores, Technical Paper No. 8,
Mountain, View, CA, RMC Research Corporation, 1976, pp. 6-7.

2
D. J. Palumbo, Statistics in Political and Behavioral Sciences, New
York: Columbia University Press, 1977, p. 280.
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The decision was made to perform the analysis of impact on reading

achievement for both whole grade cohort groups, all the students within

each grade for whom both the pretest and posttest scores were available,

and for the groups of students with scores below their respective grade

means. The analysis of impact for class groupings was not done because

the ceiling effects which were encountered would have biased the conver-

sion to class percentiles and lead to a distorted estimate of the change

in class performance.

The measurement of program impact for the summer Special Emphasis

Program presented a problem similar to that encountered in the comparison

of classes. Because the program was voluntary, there were no mechanisms

to match students in the corresponding comparison school to the students

who participated in the summer program. The alternative was to compare

the participant's performance with national norms established for spring

and fall testings of the SDRT. However, the ceiling effects encountered

for the spring testing prevents this analysis from producing valid and

reliable results.

Selection of Subtest Scores on Which to Base the Measurement
of Reading Achievement

The criterion for the selection of subtests on which to base the

measurement of reading achievement were:

Commonality among all test levels.

A measure of achievement rather than diagnosis of skill

deficiencies.

The measure selected to assess achievement was the "conprehensior

total" score on, the SDRT. The "comprehension total" score is a composite

score which is the-lotal of the two comprehension subtest scores for

each level of the SDRT. For the red level, recommended for grades 1

and 2, the subtests that comprise "comprehension total" are "word reading"

and "reading comprehension." For the green level, recommended for grades

3 and 4, and the brown level, recommended for grades 5 through 8, the

subtests are "literal comprehension" and "inferential comprehension."

G- 31



The "comprehension total" score was recorded in the data base as

a raw score, grade equivalent, and scaled score. The raw score was

used in the assessment of ceiling or floor effects since it was neces-

sary to know the number of questions answered correctly. The corre-

sponding grade equivalent was used in the trend analysis of students

reading 1 or more years below grade level. Scaled scores were used for

all statistical analyses, i.e., analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), since

it is an equal interval scale permitting comparisons at different

points on the scale and it was interlocked across test levels, mitigating

the problem of ceiling effects encountered with the use of raw scores

or grade equivalents.

Use of Posttest or Gain Score Comparisons

Once the criterion measure of reading achievement had been selected,

a decision was required on the appropriate type of comparison to be

made to determine the impact of the Special Emphasis Program. The

objective was to determine whether the gain in reading achievement

of the Special Emphasis treatment group was different from what would

be expected of the same group of students without the treatment, where

the expected gain is gauged by the performance of the comparison group.

Both raw and residual gain score
1

comparisons have often been utilized

in educational research to meet this type of objective. Because of

the presence of errors of measurement in the raw score (indicated when

the test-retest reliability is less than 1), a comparison of either the

mean raw or residual gain, as measured by either raw or scaled scores,

between the Special Emphasis and comparison groups could give a dis-

torted view of true condition.
2

In addition, because of the presence

of serious ceiling effects for many of the classes, the use of any type

of gain score would have biased the results in favor of the initially

low scoring group.

1
Residual gain scores are the difference between the observed posttest
scores and the pretest scores predicted from the regression of posttest
on pretest scores for the combined treatment and comparison groups.

2
F. M. Lord, p. 21-38.
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For the quasi-experimental treatment-comparison group design,

the mechanism used considered the comparison group mean posttest score

as to the no-treatment expectation with the pretest scores used to make

compensating adjustments to the posttest scores for any initial differ-

ences between the treatment and comparison groups.

The two statistical techniques examined were:

Covariance analysis

Generalized multiple regression analysis

ANCOVA is appropriate where the two pre-existing groups are

enough alike to be considered random samples from a single population.

Generalized regression analysis is appropriate where small systematic

differences exist between the treatment and comparison groups or the

groups should be considered as random samples from different populations.

However, in cases where the treatment and comparison groups are signifi-

cantly different, it is not generally possible to assess the impact of

an educational intervention, 1 even with the use of generalized multiple

regression analyses.

A preliminary analysis of the data revealed that no systematic

differences existed between the treatment and comparison groups in

terms of pretest scores. It was also determined through factor analytic

techniques that the pretest score accounted for the majority of the

_variance in the posttest score. The other variables considered as

covariates were students' sex, racial/ethnic background, SES, parent

education, and primary language. A preliminary investigation of .

intensity of instruction showed that within site and grade, there was

virtually no variation in the intensity of instruction as reported by

the classroom teachers.

1C. K. Tallmadge, and D. P. Hout, A Procedural Guide for Validating
Achievement Gains in Educational Projects. Washington, D.C., US
Government Printing Office, 1976 (Stock No. 017-08001460), p. 60.



The analytic technique employedin the analysis of the impact

of the Special Emphasis Program on students' reading achievement was

ANCOVA with the posttest score as the cricerion (dependent) variable,

the treatment (either Special Emphasis or comparison) as the independent

variable, and the pretest score as the covariate.

Period of Time on Which to Base the Analysis of Impact of Special
Emphasis on Reading Achievement

Once it was determined that ANCOVA using posttest scores, adjusted

for pretest differences, would be used to analyze the impact on reading

achievement, it was necessary to determine the periods of time on

which to assess impact. Because of the lack of comparison groups for

the summer program, ANCOVA could not be used to analyze impact. For

the school year program, however, data was available to analyze impact-

for project year 1977-78, project 1978-79, and the length of the study,

1977-1979. The posttest score used for each of these periods was the

final spring "comprehension total" scaled score for the period under

study, i.e., the spring 1978 score served as the posttest score for

the 1977-78 analyses, the spring 1979 score, served as the posttest

for the 1978-79 and 1977-79 1 analyses.

Two options were available for the pretest score to be used:

The appropriate previous spring score, i.e., spring 1977

for the 1977-78 analyses and the 1977-79 analysis, spring

1978 for the 1978-79 analyses.

The appropriate previous fall score, i.e., fall 1977 for

the 1977-78 analyses and the 1977-79 analysis, fall 1978

for the 1978-79 analyses.

A decision was made to use the appropriate previous spring score,

when possible, as the covariate. The appropriate previous fall score

was used when the spring score was not available. Each of these cases

1
The "below mean" analyses were not done for 1977-79 because the sample
sizes were too small to provide useful results.
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is noted on the applicable tables. The spring score was chosen as

the covariate because, in general, it was more highly correlated with

the posttest score and, therefore, provided a greater adjustment for

initial differences. In addition, since the pretest was admiaistered

at the same time of year as the posttest, the difference between the

mean pretest and mean posttest provided a better measure of growth

than changes from fall to spring.

Impact Analysis

The primary purposes of the evaluation of the Special Emphasis

Project were to:.

Determine the impact on reading performance of students

in the Special Emphasis and comparison schools during

each school year and over the length of the study.

Determine differences in the retention of reading skills

between schools with and without summer reading programs.

Determine the impact of the Special Emphasis Program on

reading-related attitudes and behaviors of school staff,

students, and parents.

Document the residual effects of the Special Emphasis

Project within each participating school district and

on project participants.

Selected students in the Special Emphasis school were to receive

the Special Emphasis treatment; students in the comparison school, who

were, at the beginning of the project, presumed to be similar to the

students in the Special Emphasis school, did not receive the Special

Emphasis treatment. The treatment was actually two distinct treatments:

The school year program in which all students, grades 1 and

2 participated and students, grades 3 through 6 partici-
, pated if selected by the school staff, the selection

criteria being based on policy established at each site.

G-35 370



The summer program in which students volunteered to

participate.

With the concurrence of USOE, the project team decided to:

Consider each project site as a separate evaluation.

Examine reading performance for each grade separately.

Delete from the evaluation the investigation of summer

program impact. A discussion of the issues related to this

decision is presented in Section 3, Evaluation Design and

Methodology.

The analyses performed in this study were conducted through:

Covariance analyses of whole grade cohort groups for

project years 1977-78 and 19?5 -79 and for the study period

1977-79.

Covariance analyses of below mean cohort groups for project

years 1977-78 and 1978-79.

Trend analysis of students reading 1 or more years below

grade level for the study period 1977-79.

Covariance Analyses of Whole Grade Cohort Groups

ANCOVA was used to compare students in each grade in each Special

Emphasis school with their cohort group in the comparison school. Whole

grade cohort groups consisted of all students within each grade, at

each school, for whom both pre- and posttest scores were available.

The use of ANCOVA permits the analysis of "the performance of several

groups which are unequal with regard to an important variable as though

they were equal in this respect.
"1

For this study, ANCOVA permitted

comparison of Special Emphasis and comparison groups with pre-existing

1W. J. Popham and K. A. Sirotnik, Educational Statistics: Use and
Interpretation, New York, Harper & Row, Publishers, 1973, p. 205.
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differences in pretest scores as though they were equal. The posttest

"comprehension total" scaled score was used as the dependent variable

in the statistical procedure. For project year 1977-78, the spring

1978 score represented the posttest. For project year 1978-79 and for

the 1977-79 analyses, the spring 1979 score represented the posttest.

The posttest score was statistically adjusted for any initial differences

that existed in the Special Emphasis and comparison cohorts in terms of

the pretest "comprehension total" scaled score, called the covariate.

For the 1977-78 and the 1977-79 analysis, the covariate was the spring

1977 score. For the 1978-79 analysis, the spring 1978 score was used
as the covariate. In a few cases when the spring 1977 or spring 1978

score was not available, e.g., for California for the 1977-78 analysis,

the preceding fall score was substituted as the covariate. These

instances are all noted where applicable.

Appendix E contains summaries of the covariance analyses for each

site for each of the specified periods. One example follows on Table

G.8. The table identifies:

The number of students in each of the analytic samples.

The mean pretest "comprehension total" scaled score for

students in each analytic sample--i.e., the covariate.

The unadjusted posttest "comprehension total" scaled score .

for students in each analytic sample.

The adjusted mean posttest "comprehension total" scaled

score.

The F value resulting from the calculation of the ANCOVA.

The level of significance of the F value which is dependent

on the number of degrees of freedom. For this study, a

value of .05 or less indicates that the difference in

adjusted posttest achievement between the Special Emphasis

and comparison cohorts is statistically significant.
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TABLE G.8

IKPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPLIDLIT VARIABLE:

LI:DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

COVARTATE:

Site: LOUISIANA

SD= Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatment

SDRT Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Score
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Special Emphasis

Comparison

27

90

258

311

346 C

364 C

372

357
4.19 0.04

Special Emphasis

Comparison

34

64

343C

370 C

421

448 C

437

440

0.09 0.76

4
Special Emphasis

Comparison

30

70

428

446C

465 C

481 C

477

476

0.00 0.93

Special Emphasis

Comparison

33

70

457C

461C

490

464

494

464

6.78 0.01

6
Special Emphasis

Comparison

46

71

495

478

540

507

529

514
1.97 0.15

1.5

2.0

2.4

2.6

2.4

2.6

1_3

3.8

+ .9

+1.1

3.4

3.8

4.3 + .9

4.7 +

4.1

4.2

5.0

4.3

÷ .9

+ .1

5.1

'4.0
6.6 +1.5

5.5 - .9

C indicates that corr=esponding mean raw score above 70Z corrar:t (ceiling).



The 'C' following the mean pretest or posttest scores indicates

that there was evidence of serious ceiling effects derived from the

corresponding mean raw score for the designated analytic sample.

Table G.8 also summarizes reading performance in terms of grade

equivalents for each analytic sample. The mean pretest and unadjusted

posttest scaled scores were converted to appropriate grade equivalents

and the mean observed change was calculated. While this analysis can

result in a built-in bias in favor of the initially low-scoring group, 1

it is presented as an extension of the covariance analyses to provide

a yardstick to measure growth against expectations with respect to

national norms. Where the results of the ANCOVA are statistically

significant, e.g., for grade 5 on Table G.8, the grade equivalent

analysis provides a measure of educational significance. For grade 5,-

for example, the Special Emphasis group pretest score was below the

comparison group, but their posttest score was higher than the comparison

group. In terms of grade ec Lvalents, the Special Emphasis group

gained .9 year's growth. In both cases, there were serious ceiling

effects on the pretest so that the growth rates are overestimates of

the true rate.

It has been common practice in education to expect a 1 month

growth rate for each month a student attends school, resulting iv' an

expected growth rate of 1.0 grade equivalent over the course of a

school year: Dr. Bjorn Karlsen, an author of the SDRT, has noted

that this expectation is unrealistic for all students.
2

He presents

evidence that for students scoring below the 25th percentile with

respect to the national norms, an average growth of .6 to .7 of a

grade equivalent per school year would be a more reasonable expecta-

tion. Therefore, while it may appear that low-scoring groups are

1F. M. Lord, "Elementary Models for Measuring Change," in Problems in
Measuring Change (C. W. Harris, ed.). Madison, University of Wisconsin
Press, 1967, p. 37.

2

B. Karlsen, "Accountability - A Year's Growth in a Year?," The California
Reader, Vol. 5, No. 1, January, 1972.
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losing ground with respect to normal expectations, a program may produce

educationally significsut results with growth r. _as of less than 1.0

grade equivalent per school year for students in the lowest quartile.

Covariance Analyses of Below Mean Cohort Groups

The covariance analyses for the below mean cohort groups is

similar to that for the whole grade cohort groups. The analytic

samples, though, are subsets of the whole grade groups. These subsets

consist of only those students who had a pretest "comprehension total"

scaled score below the mean pretest score for the whole grade group.

Several hazards are associated with the use of ANCOVA for below

mean cohort groups. These are listed below and readers are advised

to consider these limitations when reviewing the analytical results

presented in Section 5 of this report.

The proportion of students scoring below the grade mean

in Special Emphasis and comparison groups may not be equal.

The below mean cohort group for both Special Emi:lasis

and comparison groups exhibit a preponderance of negative

measurement error at the low end of the distribution.

Appendix F contains summaries for each site of the covariance

analyses of below mean cohort groups for project years 1977-78 and 1978-79.

The below mean analyses for 1977-79 were not done because sample sizes

were too small to provide useful results. The tables are in the same

format as the tables in Appendix E. The importance of these analyses

is that they address impact for those students for whom the Special

Emphasis treatment was intended and avoids the problems related to

ceiling effects since the stments likely to have encountered the test

ceiling are not included in the below mean groups.

For the below mean group of students, this study will consider

the average expected growth rate in terms of grade equivalent to be

.6 years.

G-40

334



Trend Analyses for Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade
Level

A second approach taken to investigate the impact of Special

Emphasis on the students for whom the Special Emphasis Program had been

intended to serve was based on an examination of trends in the percentage

of students who, over the period from the spring 1977 to the spring of

1979 were reading at a grade equivalent level 1 or more years below

grade level on the referent year's spring pretest. Students were

included in this group if their grade equivalent score was 1.0 years

below "normal expectation." For example, a third grade student would

be included in this group if his/her grade equivalent score for the

spring testing was 2.9 or less at the end of the third grade since

the student would be expected to have grade equivalent score of 3.9.

Frequencies were tabulated for each spring testing of:

The number of students tested for each grade.

The number of students reading 1 or more years below grade

level for each grade.

From these data, the percent of students reading 1 or more years

below grade level was calculated. These data are contained in tables

for each site in Appendix D. An example for one site follows on

Tables G.9 to G.11. From Table G.9, it can be seen that overall 45%

of the students tested in spring 1977 in the Special Emphasis school

were reading more than 1 year below grade level. Additional data is

also presented on Table 3.9 so that trenda regarding individual students

can be examined. For example, for the fourth grade at the Special

Emphasis school, 53 students were tested in spring 1977, 27, or c1%, of

whom were reading more than 1 year below grade level. Of the 53

students tested in spring 1977, 46 were tested in spring 1978--4 of

whom had been retained in the fourth grade and 42 of whom hae. advanced

to the fifth grade. Of the 42 students who had advanced to the fifth

grade, 20, or 48%, had been 1 or more years below grade level at the

end of fourth grade. Twenty-eight, or 67%, were 1 or more years below

grade level at the end of fifth grade. Of the 20 who were below grade
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TABLE G.9

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION

Pro Jeer Year 1977-78

Sits: :MESS=
School: Special Zmphasis

SPIMG 1977---

Credo
Total No. )1 yr

soadonts below
costal rrsda

1 of total
>1 yr belay

trade
.

44 3/A

--

3/k

2..-1.--
3

49

33

15 312

'3 432

4 33 27 312

3 36 36 642

6 77 48 622

TOTAL 314 141 432

Sits: 423323322
School: Comparlsom

SPRING 1977

Grad.
Total

students
t

30. >1 yr
below

2 of total
)1 yr below

ado

32 3/A 3/A

2 31 1 32

422

4 ' 24 11
---

462

3 22 16 732

6 33 IS 332

TOTAL 161 34 24
-.A

SPRING 1977 TO SPRING ' 78

Leads Grata
Total scudasts

tasted at
No. >1 yx
below pads

No. >1 yr
balms gad.

No. >1 yr
bolter gradsSpy 77 Spr 78

both opines Sor 77 3or 73 ac bath e

1 1 2 3/A 3/A 8.,A

1 2 3: 3/A 3 N/A

2 3 40 10 9 3

3 3 1 1 0 0
3 4 27 11 16 10

4 4 4 4 2 2
4 3 42 20 28 IS

3 5 3 3 3 3
3 6 42 24 26 23

6 6 5 . 3 3 3

Pro act Tsar 1977-78

78INC 1977 a? r0 197
c..A. G..,.
st777 4778

Total nu:tants
eascsd at

both ooints

No. )1 yr
below pada

Sor 77

3o. )1 yr
below grada
ler 78

So. >1 7T 1

belay grade
ac both totsts,

1 1 4 3/A S/A N/A
1 2 22 3/A i 2 SA
2 2 1 0 0 0 I

2 3 21 0 0 10 I

1 3 2 2 0 0

3 23 3 , 2 1.
I

4 4 3 3 1 1

4 3 14 a 7 4 I
3 6 19 23 . 12 11

1 1 0
I

I.
I
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TABLE G. ?.:J

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN I YEAR

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION

Site: TIMM=
School: Special Imphests

SPILW 1973-

Grade
:focal

samisens
sassed

No. *1 yr
below
trade

7. of meal
*1 yr balm,

trade

1 43 5/A 5/A

2 43 6 142

3 30 10 202

4 34 a 332

3 32 33 642

6
.

33 36 662

TOTAL 279 103

-

372
---

TINVLISZT
Schools Comparison

591E76=1

Grads
Ural

studencs
ennead

So. >1 yr
below
trade

2 of nasal
si. yr wage

1 33

....trade

VA V&

2 27 2 72

3 23 1 42

4 ?22 4 172

3 17 10 392

r
14 3326 24

TOTAL 137 31 202

is

Project Year 1973-79

SPRING 1978 TO SPRING ?-79

Grade Grade
Spy 73 Spr 79

Tara/ soadeacs
tasted as

* ch inns

No. *1 yr
below trade

S. 7a

Yo. *I. yr

below grade
Sor 79

No. *1 yr
balmy grade

1 ac both *Gist'

1 I 1 S/A X/A N/A
1 2 34 3/A 0 3/A

2 2 2 2 0 0
2 3 31 3 4 1

3 3 3 4 3 3

3 4 37 2 7 2

4 4 3 3 2

4 s 25 12 16
.2

3 3 3 3 3 3

3 6 14 6 3 5

6 6 3 3 3 3

.

I
4

Praiser. Tear 1971-79

C 1 TO SPR G L93L0

Grade Grads

5Pr 75 512r 79

Tatil scud.=
oscad at

both *eines

No. *1 7r
belay grsde

Ur 71

No. *1 yr
below rnds
Sor 7*

No.)1. yr
below pada

at 129SIL22.1.10.-

VA,
N/A

1

1
I

1
2 '

3

17
VA
NIL

r,'A
0

22 3 20 1

3

3

3

4
I.

23
0
1

0

I

3

0
1

4 5 21 3 a 3

3 6 13 1.1 9 9

N/A 3/A 34 5/A S/A

7r7
i T-47
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TABLE G.11

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING MORE THAN 1 YEAR

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION 1979

Sirs: TIMMMMM
School: Special Emphasis

SPUNG 1979

Grads
Total

seudaacs
titer

No. >1 yr
below
rade

: of seal
)1 yr below

ads

1 38 N/A 1/k

2 42 0 0

3 43 7 162

4 3 11 201

5 33 23 601

6 20 9 431

TOLLL 230 47

,...

20:

Sits: =NUM=
Cosparison

.-...
SPRING :979

Grade
:oral

'endears
reseed

No. >1 yr
telow
rrade

: of coral
>1 yr below

zrade

1 36 N/A S/A

2

.....--..
20 0 0

3

.

23 2 1 81

4 29 6 1

--,

zl:

3 29 13 431

6 22 1.1 501

TOTAL 161 32 I 201

BEST .7
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level initially, 18, or 90Z, remained 1 or more years below grade level.

In addition, 10 students who had not been more than 1 year below grade

level at the end of the fourth grade were more than 1 year below grade

level at the end of the fifth grade. Table G.10 shows that for all

fifth grade students tested in spring 1978, 33, or 64% were 1 or more

years below grade level. Of those 33 students, however, only 27Z, 9

students, were also tested in spring 1979. The drop in the percent of

sixth grade students reading more than 1 year below grade level in

spring 1979 to 45% (see Table G.11) appears to be due to sample attrition

rather than a function of program participation.

Other Outcomes

In addition to examination of program impact on student reading

achievement levels, GRC investigated the possibility of outcomes related

to:

Changes in attitudes and/or behaviors of school, staff,

students, and parents.

Residual effects of the Special Emphasis Project within

the participating school districts and nchools and on the

project participants, i.e., school staff, students, and

parents.

Each of these types of outcomes.is described in the following discussion.

Changes in Attitudes and/or Behaviors. Responses from teachers,

students, and parents were examined from each site and school for both

the 1977-78 and the 1978-79 project years. Teacher perceptions were

tabulated regarding:

Attitudes of students, teachers, and the principal.

Reading behaviors of students.

Problens resulting from involvement in the Special.

Emphasis Project.

3
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Comparisons were made between responses for the project years to

determine whether teachers' perceptions of changes in (1) the principal's

attitude toward the reading program, (2) the students' attitudes toward

reading, or (3) the teachers' attitudes toward reading instruction had

changed. Similar comparisons were made regarding teachers' perceptions

of changes in students' behaviors in (1) th time spent reading in class,

(2) the time spent reading outside class, and (3) library and/or class -

root book usage.

For each project year, teachers were asked to categorize potential

problem areas, resulting from Special Emphasis as a major problem, a

minor problem, or not a problem. The types of problems listed on the

teacher questionnaires differed for teachers in the Special Emphasis

school and teachers in the comparison school. The tabulated responses

for each school for each year were compared to examine whether teachers'

perceptions of the magnitude of the problem had changed during the course

of the study.

Responses to the student survey instruments (grade 3 and grades

4 through 6) were tabulated and analyzed. Comparisons were made between

the proportion of third grade students in the Special Emphasis school

and third grade students in the comparison school who responded that

(1) reading was fun, (2) they read during their free time, (3) they

enjoyed reading in class, and (4) they read only when they had to.

Similar comparisons were made for fourth through sixth grade student

responses on (1) whether they liked to read, (2) whether the students

thought they read betccr than the previous year, (3) the amount of

time spent reading outside of school, and (4) the number of books read

in the past month.

.Responses from the Parent Questionnaires were tabulated for each

project year by site and school. Comparisons were made between the pro-

portion of parents of Special Emphasis school students and parents

of comparison school students who responded regarding whether (1) their

child shared books that he/she read with other family members, (2) the

G-46
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school set up parent-teacher conferences to explain their child's

strengths or b:1 aesses in reading, and (3) they had worked as a

volunteer it thl child's school during the project year.

Residua. Effects of Special Emphasis. During the close-out inter-

views conducted during the fall 1979 site visits, GRC attempted to

identify any residual effects of Special Emphasis in the policies,

procedures, or practices of the school district as a whole or within

the treatment school. Additionally, information was sought on whether

the project site had considered the project a success in meeting their

own objectives. Project staff were also queried about perceived changes

in staff, students, and parents at the Special Emphasis school which would

extend beyond the study conclusion.

Complete results of the impact analysis of the Special Emphasis

Projects are presented in Section 5.
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GLOSSARY

The following list contains technical terms used in this final
report on the Evaluation of Special Emphasis and the meaning given to
each by the authors of this report.

Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) A statistical technique 'ised to test
for differences among two or more
groups while statistically controlling
for gioup differences on variable(s)
which are relevant to the criterion
(dependent) variable.

Basal A basic reading textbook which, in
additioa to readings, may indicate
skill exercises and a management
system to aid the teacher in tracking
;kill development,

Ceiling Effect The situation in which test was so
aasy that the student was able to
answer all or almost all the questions
correctly.

Confounding

Diagnostic-Prescriptive

DISTAR

The presence of factors in an experi-
ment which disturbs or "clouds" the
determination of the cause and effect
relationship between treatment and
outcomes.

A teaching approach which, by use of
a testing instrument, first assesses
the student's strengths and weaknesses
on specific skills and then adapts
the content and/or modalities of
instruction to fit the individual
student.

A commercially available set of
materials for reading instruction
which provides highly structured
exercises for developing reading
skills.

Downshifting See Out-of-Level Testing



ESAA

Experimental Contamination

Flexible

Floor. Effect

Hawthorne Effect

John Henry Effect

Joplin Plan

The Emergency School Assistance Act
which provides special funding to
school districts for local programs
designed to assist in desegregation
and overcome the educational dis-
advantages associated with minority-
group isolation.

The presenc of unintended influences
on an experiment which disturbs or
"clouds" measurement of the cLuse and
effect relationship.

A classroom management style of
teachers who tend to value a learning
environment which promotes spontaneity,
student choice of activities and
groups, student initiated learning.
objectives, and student assessment of
activities.

The situation in which the test was
too difficult for the student result-
ing in a score at or below the chance
level.

A type of experimental contamination
in which the participants in an ex-
periment behave differently nov. as an
effect of the treatment but because
they are aware of being observed.

A type of experimental contamination
in which a comparison group, like the
legendary John Henry, attempts to
work harder to overcome its com-
petitor's advantage of additional
resources.

An instructional plan for elementary
schools which allows teachers to
specialize in one subject area as
opposed to the traditional self-
contained classroom in which one
teacher teaches multiple subjects.



Low Achieving

Out-of-Level Testing

Placebo

Precision Teaching

Raw Score

Reading Specialist

Reading Teacher

Scaled scare

For purposes of this study, a student
whose expected level of progress on
a standardized reading testall
other things being equal--is .6 years
grade equivalent rather than the 1
year progress expected of the typical
student.

The use of a test level below the one
recommended for the student's grade
level.

Literally, a "satisfier." In an
experimental situation, a pseudo
treatment (such as an inert pill)
which leads the comparison or control
group members to believe that they
are also receiving the treatment.

A reading management system employed
in the Louisiana site's Title I pro-
gram which utilizes a machine-scored
tracking of student performance on
500 reading subskills.

The number of questions the student
Answered correctly on a test.

An individual with a master's degree
with a major or specialty in reading
from an accredited institution of
higher education, and has success-
fully completed 3 years of teaching
experience, which includes reading
instruction.

An individual with a bachelor's
degree who has successfully completed
a minimum of 12 credit hours or the
equivalent in courses of teaching
reading at an accredited institution
of higher education, and has success-
fully completed 2 years of teaching
experience which includes reading
instruction.

Performance on a single scale which
cuts across test times and test
levels.
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Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test (SDRT)

Structured

Tide I

Wisconsin Design

The reading test used in the Evalua-
tion of Special Emphasis to measure
change in reading skills.

A classroom management style of
teachers who tend to value controls
over the learning situation such as
specified assignments, keeping students
within their sigit, having rules for
talking aloud, allocation of space for
specific activities, and rules for a
student's movement within the class-
room.

The section of the Elementary
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) which
provides funding for compensatory .

instruction for socially and econom-
ically disadvantaged students.

A reading management system used in
the West Virginia site which provides
highly structured exercises for
developing reading'skills,


